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ARNOLD, ED
Pace 1oF 1

This is Ed Arnold from Atlanta, Georgia. Address here is 421
Clifton Road, Atlanta 30307. My phone number here is (404) 371-
1849. Just as a citizen, I'm concerned that this MOX idea has
progressed. Contrast, putting these things in the ground as they
are with processing the pits, changing into the MOX fuel,
transporting them from place to place as they need to be, getting
the extra plutonium out into the commercial sector where there is
more security risk, running the risk of higher temperatures and
more hazardous waste at the commercial sites and as | undergtand
it, the EIS does not include anything about final placement either 1
for fuel use at the commercial sites or spent fuel disposal after its
finished. Contrast that with just putting these things in the
ground. | don't understand you. I, | have spoken with people who
say Russians say, well we have to do it because the U.S. is dojng
it. One justification | would thought might be the case was that we
wanted to do it so we’d know something the technology so th
we could help the Russians if anything went wrong. Well if the
are doing it because we are doing it and, | just don’'t understan
you. Good-bye.

PDO057-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. Th
MOX approach was recommended by NAS as an effective means fd
managing surplus plutonium, and was endorsed by those elements of t
international scientific community involved in studies of plutonium

disposition. Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian usg
of plutonium, a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the
following strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOH
site, it would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limite
exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility

would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium dispositior]

program. For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only th¢

participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium,
and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would
produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors. Spentfuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expe
to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for som
of the LEU assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a ver
small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potentia
geologic repository.

The direct-disposition alternative (i.e., direct placement of plutonium into the
ground) was eliminated by tistorage and Disposition PERBOD, mainly
because the plutonium would be more retrievable and thus less proliferatig
resistant. DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approac;
Pursuing both immaobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United
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States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementi
either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the be
opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar
options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sen
the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to redu
stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner th
would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.
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Aucusta CoMMISSION
HoNORABLE LARRY SCONYERS
Pace 10F 8

I am Larry Sconyers, Mayor of Augusta
Richmond County. | am here today to express
my support for the Savannah River Site and the
new missions under consideration for location

there.

SRS has a long and outstanding safety,

environmental and production record.

1

SCD51-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensi
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existin
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost epsirAnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based or
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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Aucusta COMMISSION
HoNORABLE LARRY SCONYERS
PaGce 20F 8

We are proud of SRS and the employees there,
both past and present. They have made
significant contributions to our national security
and to the end of the Cold War. They are

outstanding citizens in every respect.

Plutonium Disposition is an essential program

for our nation’s security, today and in the
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement
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AucusTA COMMISSION
HoNORABLE LARRY SCONYERS
Pace 40F 8

SRS has the experience, expertise, and
infrastructure required to accomplish the
Plutonium Disposition missions. Having been
selected as the preferred site for Mixed Oxide
Fuel Fabrication and Immobilization based on 1
these existing capabilities, Pit Disassembly and
Conversion should also be located here.

Consolidating the three missions at SRS will save

taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars.
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement
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AucusTtA CoOMMISSION
HoNORABLE LARRY SCONYERS
Pace 60F 8

The EIS appears to have been prepared so as to
attempt to level the competition field between
SRS and Pantex. DOE should correct this
document before it is published. Once done in
an objective manner, it will verify what those of
us who are familiar with SRS and Pantex already

know - Pantex does not come close to being

equal to SRS.

SCD51-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Preparation of this SPD EIS involved carefully obtaining comparable data o
all of the alternatives, analyzing such data consistently using well-recognizg

N
d

and accepted procedures, and presenting the results in a full and open manper.
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AucusTta COMMISSION
HoNORABLE LARRY SCONYERS
PaGce 70oF 8

Location of Pit Disassembly and Conversion

work at SRS is not just about jobs. It is the

right thing to do for our nation and its 3

taxpayers. | encourage DOE to make the

correct decision.

Thank you for this opportunity to express my

comments and support.

SCD51-3 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for DOE to make the corred
decision.
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AucusTA COMMISSION
HoNORABLE LARRY SCONYERS
Pace 80F 8

RESOLUTION

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF PLUTONIUM MISSION AT
THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE

WHEREAS, Plutonium handling must be in the hands of professionals
with proven experience.

WHEREAS, DOE has already expressed confidence in SRS by assigning
the Site the MOX and immaobilization missions.

WHEREAS, use for all parts of the plutonium disposition mission,
including pit disassembly and conversion, can save taxpayers at least $1.6 biliion
based on avoided costs of new structures and equipment that would be required
at other DOE sites.

WHEREAS, the Pantex facility in Texas has never processed plutonium;
therefore there is no plutonium handling infrastructure and competency at
Pantex. 1

WHEREAS, transportation should not be an issue relative to choosing
SRS  The pits are already being transported ta Pantex in Texas.

WHEREAS, the DOE plutonium missions are safe, especially when
performed by people with demonstrated competency such as the people at SRS.
Tens of thousands of nuclear weapons workers have been involved in U.S.
plutonium operations. Comprehensive medical surveillance programs at SRS
and other sites have never found a death or even a cancer that could be related
to worker exposure to plutonium.

NOW, BE IT RESOLVED. that the Augusta Commission sirongly
endorses major plutonium missions for the Savannah River Site and urges the
Department of Energy to designate the Savannah River site as its locat fagility in
plutonium management and disposition.

Duly adopted by The Augusta Commission this_ 4th day of
August, 1998
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AucusTA-RicHMoOND CouNTy LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION
HoNoRrRABLE BEN ALLEN ET AL.
Pace 1oF 1

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, iLe Handling and disposition of cxczss weapons plutonium is of grave concern
to the natonal security of the United States; and

'WHEREAS, phrtonfum disposition represents one of the most certain future missions of the
Deparunent of Energy for the next 20 to 30 years; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy has decidec o pursue a dual path for plutonium
disposition and has named the Savannah River Site as a candidate site for both options; and

WHEREAS, the Savannah River Site bas produced approximately 40 percent of all U.S.
weapons grade plutonium over the last 45 years and has safely handled plutonium n glovebox
processing equipment with no adverse impact on workers, the public or the eavironment; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy in its Record of Decision recognizes the Savannah
River Site as “a plutonium competent site with the most modem, state-of-the-art storage and
processing facilities . . . with the only remaining large-scale chemical separation and processing
capability in the DOF. commilex™: and

WHEREAS, the regional community in the Central Savannah River Area (CSRA) of South
Carolina and Georgia strongly supports comtinued phtonium missions for the Department of Energy’s
Savannah River Site;

NOW BE IT RESOLVED that the Savannah River Regional Diversification Initiative
(SRRDT} strongly endorses major plutonium missions for the Savannsh River Site and urges the
Department of Energy to designate the Savannah River Site as its lead facility in plutonium
managernent and disposition.

APPROVED this ]11th day of March, 1997, by the Augusta-Richmond Coumty Legislative
Delegation of the State of Georgia.
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SCD84

Renracefiratide Rin Allan oY A P

SCD84-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for the surplus plutoniun
disposition program at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS
preferred for the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities becaus
the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these faciliti

complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based or
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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AucusTA-RicHMoOND CouNTy LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION
HoNoraBLE Jack CONNELL

Pace 1oF 1
P.U, uox 309
Auqusis, Geomla 30907
Teiaphone: 3
ancx oA House of Representatives o
SpostarPra-Tem sutincs, Gemga 30250 mwh mz;z
June 19, 1997

Mr. Howard R. Canter, Tirector

U. 5. Department of Euergy

Office of Fissife Materials Disposition
P. 0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Canter:

Due to circumsiances that prevent me from atteading the . S. Department of Energy’s workshap
today, this Totter is written 10 voice my support for the Savannah River Site as the selection for the
pltonium dispasiton options undex consideration.

Clearty. the SRS should he the choice for the phitonium mission based on what is best for the citizeas
of gur counry. Whils it i certminly ¥mportaut to our local aren, iy utmost concern ig for this
selcction 1o be based on cos-effoctiveness, safety for the weckers, public environmental concemns,
and for the bettertrent of our national sceutity . , . and the SRS ungquestionably meets all of these
reqairements.

SRS has the only;:&e—nmlc plutonium pracessing facility in the country. From strictly & business
standpoint, why d you ipend the dollars to duplicate their capabilities at another location and
additional doliars te transport componeats to the SRS? [tis only logical to keep all the plutonium
handling operations 2t one ste. Furthicy, the SRS has majntsined a good safety record for more than
40 yearn with the technical and eperating sinff experienced in plutomivm handling.

T hopo the DOE will cousider all of the advantages that the SRS has 10 offer.
Siacorety,

Grmell

Connell, Speaker Pro Tem
Chairman, Augusta-Ricimond County Legislative Delegation

rdl

SCD81-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutoniunp

disposition program at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS
preferred for the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities becaus
the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these faciliti
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructur

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cod
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp

Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatgd

with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decision

on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based of

environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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BooKER, SAM
Pace 10F 2

Question/ Information

55 Request Card
Name: D% J%’%f? 5

Address: 4387 Hosull] £X
L G J89OT
Phone: >0s £53-23¢ Fax: 706 §ei 2324
E-mail: 5 ot G892 com
Question/ Request: //Ih{o‘é 97 am Ve ﬁéza‘e/
. Ale s ﬂj‘./a}{/'ﬂﬁ'.( ﬂ‘w/xjy Z‘“ SAS n‘f:gpf
t'ew/ﬂj %'2//#’02! Mﬁd 4%10/ -

il o Lot ot Frcdusled o

Far turlher information contact:

U.5. Ospartment of Energy. Olfica of FissHa Malerials Diaposition, MD-4
Forrsstal Bullding, 1000 W i o.C

. 20585

P ve., .
1-800-820-5156

SCD88-1 Ecological Resources

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding natural wildlife habita
and recognizes the importance of protecting the ecological resources at SR

To accommodate the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, th¢

fence in F-Area would need to be moved to incorporate more land. Howeve
this parcel of land has been previously disturbed by past actions. Prior
construction, the proposed site would be surveyed for nests of migrator
birds and consultations with USFWS and the South Carolina Department d
Natural Resources would ensure that any appropriate mitigation action
would be implemented as needed to protect sensitive habitat or species.
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Comment Documents and Responses—Georgia
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Buss, Nancy
Pace 1oF 1

This is Nancy Buss calling from Atlanta, Georgia. | just
wanted to say that | think that the MOX fuel facilities do ng
sound like a good idea. It seems to me that we should be
getting rid of all nuclear fuel plants because so far we hav
not found any good way to contain the waste products. |
think the Department of Energy would do much better to p
its resources and expertise behind solar power and things
wind power and things like that that can be renewed and 5
passive power sources, as far as contaminating the

—

(1]

environment. Thank you very much.

PD047-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. By
fabricating MOX fuel from surplus plutonium, the United States is not

encouraging domestic or foreign commercial use of plutonium as an energ
source. Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of
plutonium, a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following

strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, th
facility would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited
exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the facility would be
shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program

As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would b
produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors. Spentfuel management at the proposed reactor sites is hot exped
to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for som
of the LEU assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very
small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential
geologic repository.

Through various programs in addition to the surplus plutonium disposition|
program, DOE is engaged in innovative technology development forn
energy production.
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CALHOUN , EmiLY
Pace 1orF 1

This is Emily Calhoun. | am a resident of Banks County,
Georgia. | am calling to protest the proposal to allow utility
companies to generate electricity from plutonium. That stt
is too hot to handle. It is highly radioactive. It is very
dangerous. It should be immobilized. It should certainly n
be used as fuel. We should develop renewable energy

sources. Thank you.

PD053-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the immobilization approach.
However, DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approaci.
Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the
United States important insurance against potential disadvantages ¢f
implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provide
the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implemen
similar options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, if
sends the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination 1
reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a mannkr
that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.

vJ
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Through various programs in addition to the surplus plutonium dispositior
program, DOE is engaged in innovative technology development fof
energy production.
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CAMPAIGN FOR A ProsPEROUS GEORGIA
Rita KiLPATRICK

Pace 10F 3

€AMPAIGN
PROSPEROUS
G:orcia

COMMEN I'S REGARDING THE SURPLUS P1LUTONIUM DISPOSITION
DRAI'T ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Submitted on behall of Campaign for a Prosperous Georgia
September 16, 1998

Campaign for a Prosperous Georgia is a ratepayer-bascd organization working
state-wide in Georgia on electricity issues to strengthen the economy and to
protect Lthe envivonment now and for future generations.

In making comments on the Draft Favironmental impact Statement, we bring,
attention to scveral issues which our organization urges the Department ol
Energy to address before proceeding any further with the mixed-oxide fuel
experiment.

1) Consider the impacts of mixed-oxide fuel on individual commgercial reactors.
Until this is donc, and it aceds to be done up-front during the Environmental
Impact Statement process, the EIS is not completed.

2) It is our understanding that none of the reactors in the country, including the
Southeast region, were designed to accommodate mixed-oxide fuel. We also
understand that generation of clectricity with mixed-oxide fuel is an untried
experiment and that nowhere in the world has mixed-oxide tuel using plutonium
from warheads been used. In Europe, process plutonium that was never put ina
warhead was used. We also understand that the usc of mixed-oxide fuel from
warhead plutonium increases the wear and tear on a rcactor. This needs to be
addressed as it relates to d ioning plans, decor ing costs, and
public safety.

3) We understand that utilities or utility consortiums are looking to receive a
“free” plutonium subsidy from the federal government for mixed oxide fuel
generation. Issues such as “Whose money is this?" and “Will utilities be paid
twice for the same kilowatt-hour—-ence by ratepayers and once by the
government or taxpayers?” need to be addressed. At the public mecting in
Augusta which our organization reptesentatives attended, the Department of
Encrgy response to the subsidy qucstion was that utilities will not pass any costs
of using mixcd-oxide fuel onto ratepayers. With all due respect, we have heard
that kind of belore. Unfor ly. lack of sound cost estimates
associated with the construction of nuclear plant Vogtle at the Savannah River
Site resulted in the worst and most serious rate hike Georgians have ever
cxperienced.

4) The Department of Energy needs to address the ways in which a2 mixed-oxide
fuel subsidy unfairly advantage certain companies in a competitive utitity market.

TOET ALLIIN AVLINUL NE ¢ ATLANTA, GLORGIA 20307 © 404 659 5475 ® |AX 404 457-5476
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FD315

dins

FD315-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the MOX approach
As part of the procurement process, bidders were asked to provid
environmental information to support their proposals. This information was
analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOE source selectio
board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services
contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopsis on the basis of tf
Environmental Critique, which was released to the public as Appendix P o
theSupplement to the SPD Draft BdS\pril 1999. ThisSupplemerihcluded

a description of the affected environment around the three proposed react
sites, and analyses of the potential environmental impacts of operating the
reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of this SPD EIS, respectively
During the 45-day period for public comment onSlupplemenDOE held

a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited comment
Responses to those comments are provided in Volume 111, Chapter 4.
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FD315-2 MOX Approach

Although no domestic, commercial reactors use MOX fuel, several are in fag
designed to do so, and others can easily and safely accommodate a par]
MOX core. Electricity is generated from MOX fuel in Europe, and a
demonstration of the process was conducted in the United States in th
early 1970s. While plutonium from warheads may never have been used
MOX fuel, its behavior in fuel is essentially the same as that of
non-weapons-grade plutonium, and thus does not present a situation differg
from the MOX fuel experience to date. Reactor-grade and weapons-grag
plutonium are chemically indistinguishable. The difference is isotopic: therg
is less plutonium 239 (and therefore more plutonium 240) in reactor-grade
plutonium than in plutonium that was produced for use in weapons. Howevey,
since plutonium 240 is not fissile, it is the amount of plutonium 239 that
dominates criticality concerns. MOX fuel, regardless of the origin of the
plutonium, has a higher flux than LEU fuel, and thus can cause more wear dn
the reactor than LEU fuel. However, this is taken into account when
developing fuel management strategy. Section 4.28 was revised to inclug
reactor-specific analyses, including accident analyses, for the reactof
proposed to irradiate MOX fuel.
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CAMPAIGN FOR A PROsSPEROUS GEORGIA

Rita KILPATRICK

PAGE 20F 3
Use of MOX fuel should not increase the cost of reactor operation o
decommissioning. Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking
process, this SPD EIS contains environmental impact data and does rjot
address the costs associated with the various alternatives. A separate dost
report,Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable
Plutonium DispositionfDOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the
site-specific cost estimates for each alternative, was made available aroupd
the same time as the SPD Draft EIS. This report andPlim®nium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolutiof
Documen{DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms a
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C

FD315-3 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order tp
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified py
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger g
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercia|
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective=
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, the
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Governme
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercidl
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors who!
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutoniuny
disposition program.

usuiwiod)
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The MOX approach is not intended to affect the viability of nuclear power|
generation at any particular reactor. DCS does not have to continue to u
MOX fuel if it determines that it is uneconomical to operate the reactor. Thig
ensures that DOE is not driving the continuation of reactor operations sole
for the surplus plutonium disposition program. Furthermore, DCS would
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Campaign for 4 Prosperous Georgia (cont.)

The Department of Energy’s proposal to unfairly advantage nuclear energy
suppliers through a subsidy is in sharp contradiction to the significant ongoing
efforts nationwide to create a “level playing field™ for power suppliers in an
increasingly competitive utility market.

5} Without mixed-oxide fuel subsidies, is the Department of Lnergy prepared to
buy out any mixed-oxide fuel reactors to keep them operating and is the
Dcpartment of Encrgy prepared to address taxpaycr opposition to government
buyout?

6) The issue of who is going to buy electricity generated from mixed-oxide fuel
must be addressed. Polls around the country show consistently that when given
a preference, the majority of people want to invest in renewable energy and
conservation, not fossil fuels and more clearly, not nuclear power.

In conclusion, we urge the Department of Energy to consider more wisely and
more strategically a decision of whether to pursuc the mixed-oxide fuct
cxperiment at all. In the event the Department requires any background papers | 1
which support our above stated concerns, please do not hesitate 1o contact us at
the address of phonc number on the tirst page of these comments.

Further, we request to be informed of the Fnvironmental Impact Statcment
process for individual commercial reactors.

Respectfully submitted on behalf
of Campaign for a Prosperous Georgia,

Rita Kilpa{ic

Fxecutive Director

only be reimbursed for costs solely and exclusively related to MOX fuel
irradiation. This would ensure that the taxpayers were not underwriting
otherwise uneconomical electricity-generating assets.

FD315-4

This comment is addressed in response FD315-3.

MOX Approach

FD315-5 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

As discussed in Section 2.1.3, if DOE decides to implement alternatives thd
require MOX fuel fabrication, then the MOX fuel would be irradiated in the
Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna reactors. As described in Section 2.4.3.
MOX fuel is produced with a process similar to that for the production of
traditional LEU fuel for commercial power reactors. The use of MOX fuel is
intended to be revenue neutral for participating utilities and transparent t
their customers. The use of MOX fuel would not be expected to alter thq
customer base for participating utilities.

MOX fuel would displace traditional LEU fuel in participating reactors.
However, the purpose of the alternatives that include MOX fuel would nof

be to compete with traditional LEU fuel or renewable energy sources. DOR

acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the production and use @
plutonium. As discussed in Section 1.2, the goal of the surplus plutoniunj
disposition program is to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferatio
worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in the United
States in an environmentally safe and timely manner.
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Dr. Mildred McClain
Executive Director

Rev. Vemnell Cumer
Convenor
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September 14, 1998

Mr. G. Bert Stevenson

NEPA Compliance Officer

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786 -
Washington, DC  20026-3786

Diear Mr. Stevenson,

This letter is requesting that the Department of Energy not to make a decision regarding the
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement without the input of
the envir 1 justice ities. We are aware that the Savannah River Site Citizen’s
Advisory Board and DOE sponsored their own workshop with over 1,100 community
representatives attending.  Unfortunately, those who attended the workshop did not
represent the People of Color and disenfranchised communities,

We believe that the, September 16, 1998 comment period ending date for the Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Envirc I Impact § is too soon . This is a formal
request for the comment period to be extended beyond its cut off date so that the
envirc ] justice co ities, the cc ities that will directly be affected by this
EIS, will be able to make a formal reply.

‘Working for environmental justice everywhere,

LOh. Wflllact IUE o

Dr. Mildred McClain
Executive Director

MM/dle

1115 HABERSHAM STREET ¢ SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 31401 » PHONE: (912) 233.090T » FAX: (912) 233-5108

FD316

FD316-1 Environmental Justice

A public hearing on the SPD Draft EIS was held in North Augusta,
South Carolina, on August 13, 1998. A special outreach effort was made 1
make “People of Color and disenfranchised communities” aware of the hearin
This was done by advertising in print media and on radio stations
recommended by organizations that represent these communities. Furth
special transportation support was offered to ensure that members of the

=

Er,

Se

communities were able to attend the hearing, and the hearing was held a
normal working hours so that they would not have to miss work. Copies
the SPD Draft EIS were mailed to members of these communities, as well
organizations that represent them, in advance of the hearing. In addition
the hearing, DOE provided several other means to solicit comments: mail,
toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site.

A period of 60 days was allowed for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS
and DOE accepted comments submitted by various means: public hearing
mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Although it did
not extend the comment period, DOE did consider all comments receive
after the close of that period. All comments were given equal consideratio
and responded to. As shown in Chapter 4abfivie |implementation of the

alternatives for disposition of surplus plutonium at SRS would likely pose nd
significant risk to public health regardless of the minority and economic

status of individuals in the population. Chapter 4 also includes Environmenta

Justice sections for all alternatives on the potential impacts on minority g
low-income populations. Appendix M describes the process that was usq
to determine these impacts.
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Rev. Vemeil Catter = GCTZENS TR = Dr. Mildred McClain
Convenor g mu"“mml g Executive Director
= JUS:LICE =

October 5, 1998

Mr. G. Bert Stevenson

NEPA Compliance Officer

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Re: Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement DOE/EIS-
0283-D

Dear Mr. Stevenson,

Citizens For Environmental justice (CFE] conducted eight workshops on the Department of
Energy (DOE) proposed activity associated with the disposition of surplus plutonium, for
communities traditionally not involved in the decision-making process related to federal
facilities like Savannah River Site (SRS) . These workshops held in Augusta, Waynesboro
and Savannah in Georgia, and Barnwell and Ridgeland in South Carolina focussed on two
areas 1) providing information and 2) gathering input from communities.

The first series of workshops were conducted in August 1997 and the follow-up workshops
occurred in September 1998. Two hundred fifty-one people have participated in these
workshops.

The concerns and recommendations contaitied i this document represent the input from
primarily African American stakeholders, but also include the views of those from the
general community. Input was collected from the workshops, interviews and telephone
surveys. Interviews and surveys were conducted with stakcholders unable to attend the
workshops, but cxpressed an intercst in having their voice represented in our formal
response to DOE on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). Twelve interviews and thirty telephone surveys were conducted.

It is important to note that many stakeholders that we dialogued with expressed two main
concerns about the EIS 1) not having enough time to respond to such lengthy, complex

1115 HABERSHAM STREET « SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 31401 » PHONE: (912) 233-0907 » FAX: (912) 233.5105

MD332

MD332-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The public comment period on the SPD Draft EIS was extended from 45 day
to 60 days. During this comment period, public hearings were held in ared
that would be directly affected by implementation of the alternatives. DOH|
also accepted comments submitted by various other means: mail, a toll-fre
telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. The various channels
communication were open to all interested individuals and organizations
and provided for regional and nationwide comment on the EIS. DOE did
consider all comments received after the close of that period. All comment|
were given equal consideration and responded to.

TheSummarypf this SPD EIS provides an overview of the proposed actions
and their potential impacts, and Section 2.18 provides, in layman’s terms,
summary of impacts by alternative. As discussed in Chapterahah¥ |,

implementation of the alternatives would pose no significant risk to human
health or the environment downstream from the proposed facilities during
normal operations.

a
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Plutonium Recommendations Letter
Page 2 of 5

documents and 2) a lack of a simplified summary that covered all important elements in
layman’s terms. Downstream communities also expressed concern over the lack of public
meetings being held in their communities. The schedule of public meetings did not
encourage the participation and involvement of downstream and downwind communities
“that generally bear Liabilities, but no economic benefits; and to skew the public opinion
curve in favor of DOE proposals™.

Regional hearings should have been held in Savannah, Georgia and Columbia, South
Carolina. The SRS is the preferred candidate site for all three new plutonium processing
facilities. Real impacts on the Savannah River from SRS operations and accidents are well
documented, with the most notable being the December 1991 tritium leak that quickly
reached Savannah, Georgia. How can DOE justify not holding regionat hearings in the
Savannah River region? Because of the abundant uncertainties and what is at stake, we
strongly recognize “a continued need to subject Federal plutonium proposals to the highest
and most rigorous levels of public debate possible”.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires federal agencics to insure that high
quality “environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before
decisions are made and before actions are taken,” and that there is substantial and meaningful
involvement in the planning and decision process. By restricting public heatings to a few

communities and excluding potentially affected communities DOE is violating the spirit and
the letter of NEPA.

Community Concerns
The follawing is a list of major concerns expressed by community stakeholders:

1. How will the unproven technologies that will be used in the plutonium pit pracessing
facility be tested and validated with public input?

2. What increase in tritium emissions would occur as a result of locating a Plutonium Pit

Disassembly and Conversion Facility at SRS and what would the impact be on the air
and/or water?

3. How will DOE collect input from nuclear reactor communities on selection of reactor
sites for plutonium irradiation facilities (irradiation of MOX fuel)?

4. What will be done to train medical facilities’ personnel to handle exposure problems in
the event of an accident? Local emergency responders?

5. What security measures will be implemented for communities near SRS to protect
against possible terrorists attack?

MD332-2 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The technologies to be used in the pit conversion facility are not unprovei.
They are, for the most part, technologies that have been used for some time
by DOE to perform different functions. DOE is now engaged in a
demonstration project that will bring these technologies together in ong
place so that the engineering design and performance parameters of variqus
types of pits can be determineBit Disassembly and Conversion
Demonstration Ef;DOE/EA-1207, August 1998]). This would allow DOE to
design and operate a pit conversion facility in a safe and efficient manney.
Since 1994, the public has been involved in providing input to the
decisionmakers on how to proceed with the disposition of surplus plutoniur.
The pit conversion facility has been part of a large number of environmenta
reviews and technical, economic, and nonproliferation studies that hav
been made public and for which DOE has solicited comments.

A1

D —

MD332-3 Air Quality and Noise

Appendix J was revised to include expected radiological release quantitigs
from the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. Appendix J.4.2.1
presents the expected radiological release quantities for the pit conversipn
facility at SRS. The radiological impacts on air at SRS are discussed ip
Section 4.4.2.4 for Alternative 3 and in corresponding sections for the othe
alternatives. Impacts on water at SRS are discussed in Section 4.26.4.2.

MD332—-4 MOXRFP

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had be
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor
specific information. As part of the procurement process, bidders were aské
to provide environmental information to support their proposals. This
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOB
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopd
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the publ
as Appendix P of thBupplement to the SPD Draft EtSApril 1999. This

Supplemeninhcluded a description of the affected environment around the
three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the potential environmen

D
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impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 ¢

this SPD EIS, respectively). During the 45-day period for public comment orj
the SupplementDOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
June 15, 1999, and invited comments. Responses to those comments
provided in Volume llI, Chapter 4.

MD332-5 Facility Accidents

As discussed in the Emergency Preparedness sections in Chaptelusred V
I, each candidate site has an established emergency management progn
that would be activated in the event of an accident. Based on the decisio
made in the SPD EIS ROD, site emergency management programs would
modified to consider new accidents not in the current program. Thes
modifications would include training medical facilities’ personnel and local
emergency responders in accordance with DOE Order Tsiirigprehensive
Emergency Management System

MD332-6 DOE Policy

In order to address security against terrorist-related incidents, all intersit
shipments of plutonium for the surplus plutonium disposition program would
be made using DOE’s SST/SGT system. This involves having couriers thg
are armed Federal officers, an armored tractor to protect the crew from attag

and specially designed escort vehicles containing advanced communicatiof

equipment and additional couriers. Further, the disposition facilities propose
in this SPD EIS are all at locations where plutonium would have the levels o
protection and control required by applicable DOE safeguards and securif
directives. Site personnel work with local, State, and Federal emergeng
responders and authorities and have plans and procedures in place to end
appropriate and prompt coordination of efforts when responding to
terrorist threats.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD332-5.
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MD332-7 Water Resources
Plutonium Recommendations Letter As described in Section 4.26.4.2, the proposed surplus plutonium dispositign
Page 3of 5 facilities at SRS would not use water from the Savannah River. Groundwatér
6. How will the amount of water used from the Sevannah River affect communitics and the supplied by the central domestic water supply system would be used. Theye
fishing? How would water be cleaned if there was a Jeak? How would the concept of| 7 are redundant systems to prevent a release of contaminants from the propoged
“containment with the least amount of water” be assured? facilities. In addition, systems are included that continuously monitor for
7. What is the training for transportation personnel and how are they selected? | 8 leaks, aIIowing early detection and response. If an accident were to releake
8. Are SRS and DOE prepared for negative outcomes? I 9 contaminants to the environment, containment and then cleanup would
9. Is adequate funding available for the implementation of all proposals, which includes| 10 be conducted.
outreach and public education?
10. How will issues associated with transportation be addressed? MD332-8 Transportation
* ?‘“’es " DOE'’s Transportation Safeguards Division is responsible for selecting anfi
- i 14 H < « . . .
. {;‘“‘“f‘“‘ty ocal government and authorities readiness 11 training the couriers that operate and escort the SST/SGTs. To be con5|deled
orming communiti . . . . .
8 “ for selection as a courier, one must pass a background investigation afd
11.How will communities monitor the secret transportation routest How will the receive DOE'’s highest security clearance, be certified to operate SST/SGT[s,
communities be alerted? possess mental alertness, and meet physical performance requiremerts.
12.In what proeesses will the Savannah River water be used? |7 Couriers are initially trained in firearms, tactics, and driving and receiveg
Other significant concerns include: specialized training in physical fithess, communications, radiation, ang
. , hazards/detection. The emergency management training for couriers includes
13.Increased exposure to workers, communities, and environment, | 12 . 1
14, The impact of gallium (corrosion of the metal) | 13 the above-mentioned areas and nuclear weapons safety, hazardous mate |z(3)ls
- 08100 O 1 Imet . « . . . . . .
15 Hoalth rick § |12 safety, emergency response training, general firefighting, fire prevention,o
. e T18KS. .
and explosive hazards. §
16. Community plans not in place. I 5 @
17. Location of commercial reactors. | 14 MD332-9 DOE PO“Cy =
18. Cost of MOX. | 15 . 9
19.C ty right-to-kn | 16 DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the safety of nuclep®
. Lommum ~{o-kKnow. . . . . e .
20, Consist nfg ) | 5 materials. Accident analyses for SRS are summarized in the Facility Acciden §
- Lonsistency of emergency training. . . . .

y geney section in Chapter 4 ofolume Ifor alternatives that include SRS. o
21.Training of youth regarding new technology. 7 @
22. Public outreach. | 18 SRS has an emergency management program that includes emergerj&y
23. Equity issues. 1 planning, preparedness, and response in the event of an accident. T
24.0nly the voice of stakeholders in favor of processes coming to SRS being heard. [ 19 Emergency Preparedness Facility at SRS provides overall direction and cont (f£
25. Politics driving decisions rather than science and technology. | 20 for onsite responses to emergencies and coordinates with Federal, State, Lr:»dO
26, Criteria for decisions on the pit disassembly facility. | 21 local agencies and officials on the technical aspects of the emergency. 3
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MD332-10 DOE Policy

Funding for the surplus plutonium disposition program is appropriated
annually by the U.S. Congress. DOE, in its 5-year budget plan, has notifie
both the Office of Management and Budget and the Congress about tH
funding level required to implement the surplus plutonium disposition
program. This budget plan includes funds for maintaining the public outreac
program. Since its creation, MD has supported a vigorous public participatio
policy and will continue to provide the public with information and maintain

communication mechanisms (e.g., mail, a toll-free telephone and fax ling
MD Web site) to facilitate public input.

nronjd snjdins
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MD332-11 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercig
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which route
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans a
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached ofitta \Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Wast]
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and thWIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EI®OE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997).

The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of detaileg
planning with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates an(
times that specific transportation routes would be used for special nuclegr
materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments thg
would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additiong
details are provided iRissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT
Transportation Estimatio(BAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on
the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com or by calling (202) 586-5368.

The commentor’s recommendations are consistent with DOE policy. As pa

of the development of a transportation plan, details of emergenc
preparedness, security, and coordination of DOE with local emergenc
response authorities would be addressed before any hazardous material was
shipped. Any additional training or equipment needed would be provided a
part of the planning process. In addition to direct Federal assistance to Stafe,
tribal, and local governments for maintaining emergency response programp,
there are national emergency response plans under which DOE providés
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radiological monitoring and assessment assistance. Under these plans, DPE
provides technical advice and assistance to the State, tribal, and local agendies
who might be involved in responding to a radiological incident. DOE
anticipates that transportation of plutonium pits, nonpit plutonium, MOX
fuel, and HEU (i.e., special nuclear materials) required to disposition surplu
plutonium would be done through DOE's SST/SGT system. Appendix L.3.3
provides a description of this system. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffi
fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures
or vehicle emissions are expected.

[2)

<7

MD332-12 Human Health Risk

All potential impacts are addressed in detail for each alternative in Chapterj4
of Volume I. The SRS Cumulative Impacts section (Section 4.32.4.4) provides
information about incremental exposures that may be associated with surplps
plutonium disposition activities.

MD332-13 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

At the time DOE issued the SPD Draft EIS, it believed the gallium content ir]
the plutonium dioxide feed specifications for MOX fuel could be reached
using the dry, thermal gallium removal method included in the pit conversio
process. However, in response to public interest on this topic and to ens
adequate NEPA review in the event that the gallium specification could ndt3
be met with the thermal process, an evaluation of the potential environmen
impacts of including a small-scale aqueous process (referred to as plutoni
polishing) as part of either the pit conversion or MOX facility was presente
in Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS.

On the basis of public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and t
analysis performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has include
plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequat
impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide in order to eliminate the concern
of gallium reacting with the zirconium metal of the MOX fuel rods. Appendix N
was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein w
added to the impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4
Volume |. Section 2.4.3 was also revised to include the impacts associat
with plutonium polishing. While it is true that plutonium polishing would
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add to the amount of LLW and TRU waste generated, this amount of wast
should be a small fraction of the total amount of these waste types generat
at the candidate sites. For example, at SRS, which is the preferred site for t
MOX facility, the addition of the plutonium-polishing process would be

expected to increase the site’s projected generation of LLW and TRU was
by less than 1 percent and 2 percent, respectively. Section 4.32.4 discus{
the cumulative impacts of the proposed action at SRS; Sections 4.32.1, 4.32

and 4.32.3, the cumulative impacts of the proposed action at Hanford, INEEY

and Pantex, respectively.

The commentor is correct in stating that the use of plutonium would requirg
a license modification, but the modifications needed at the reactors and t
handle the spent fuel are expected to be small. Any required reactd
modifications would, nevertheless, be conducted in accordance wit
associated NRC license modification procedures. Section 4.28 was revise
to provide reactor-specific analyses.

The purpose of the Comment Response Document is to address comme
on environmental impact issues considered in this SPD EIS. The portion g
this comment relating to cost has been forwarded to the cost analysis tea|
for consideration. Th&lutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and
Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docum@©OE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, is available on the MD Web site at
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

MD332-14 MOX Approach

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had beg
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor
specific information. As part of the procurement process, bidders were askq
to provide environmental information to support their proposals. This
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOH
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental Synops
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the publi
as Appendix P of thBupplement to the SPD Draft EtSApril 1999. This
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three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the potential environmental
impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 pf
this SPD EIS, respectively). During the 45-day period for public comment om
the SupplementDPOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
June 15, 1999, and invited comments. Responses to those comments pre
provided in Volume 11, Chapter 4. The reactors selected as a result of the
procurement are Catawba in York, South Carolina; McGuire in Huntersville
North Carolina; and North Annain Mineral, Virginia.

MD332-15 Cost
This comment is addressed in response MD332-13.

MD332-16 Candidate Sites

The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act is listed in
Chapter 5. Activities for the surplus plutonium disposition program would
be conducted in accordance with all applicable regulations, including
community right-to-know laws.

MD332-17 Other

The DOE Education in Science, Technology, Energy, Engineering, and Mat
(ESTEEM) program offers a wide range of technology-, math-, and
science-related education programs for students at various grade leve
Information on ESTEEM, including types of activities offered and points of
contact, can be obtained on the Web at http://www.sandia.gov/ESTEEM
home.htm or by contacting Samuel Rodriguez, Assistant Director of Scieng
for Communications and Science Education and Chair, DOE's ESTEEM
Education Council, by email at: Samuel.Rodriguez@oer.doe.gov or by phor
at: (202) 586-7141.

MD332-18 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Each of the DOE candidate sites that could be involved in the surplu
plutonium disposition program conducts public outreach and educatiof
programs in the surrounding communities, and all have a Citizens
Advisory Board.

Say pue siBwnIdbgiustiuoy™

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD332-1.
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MD332-19 Environmental Justice
Per the commentor’s recommendation, Section S.7 Stimenaryvas revised

to include the results of DOE’s analysis of environmental justice concerng.

Chapter 4 of @lume lincludes Environmental Justice sections, which provide

analyses of the potential impacts on minority or low-income populations for
each of the alternatives considered. Appendix M describes the process th
was used to determine these impacts and gives additional detail on th
minority and low-income populations surrounding each of the

candidate sites.

MD332-20 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the drivers in th
decisionmaking process for locating the surplus plutonium disposition
program at SRS. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program 4
SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost report
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

MD332-21 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the criteria used

the decisionmaking process for locating the pit conversion facility at SRS
As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversig
facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processin
and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions and takes
advantage of existing infrastructure.
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Plutonium Recommendations Letter
Page 4 of 5

L
1.
1.

v.

V.

VI

X1

X,

Recommendations

Based on the information presented and the concerns expressed the communities
recommend the following:

Translate information in the EIS into everyday language.
Include summary of environmental justice analysis in the Executive Summary.

Conduct public meetings in all areas where citizens may be affected/conduct special
sessions for youth.

Work with local community based organizations to conduct outreach and public
education activities.

Provide emergency training for communitics near selected site and those on
transportation routes (police department, fire department, hospitals, Local
Emergency Planm‘ng Committees, etc.).

Train the communities in terminology associated with the E1 8

¢ fission

¢ disposition
4 basins/tanks
4 MOX

¢ Spent Nuclear Fuel
4 plutonium

4 Pit Disassembly
#® conversion

¢ reactors

4 robotics

® uranium

4 chemical separations
Test the technology (MOX)
Create community monitoring panels

Provide a detailed analysis of potential impacts on Savannah, GA and other
downstream communities. Each community should have a booklet just on its area.

Notify communities/ insure emergency plan.
Conduct open public debate on the EIS.

Summarize environmental justice analysis in separate document.

Finally, our most significant recommendation focuses on the issue of gallium.

Potential actions being evaluated by the DOE for surplus plutonium disposition must
address the issue of gallium residue in the conversion of plutonium into fuel in
civilian reactors. It is reported by nuclear weapons scientists that not only will
gallium interfere with the conversion, but will also cause 1) chemical problems after
the fuel is used, and add an additional $200 million (to remove gallium) to the §1
billion cost to convert the plutonium into fuel.

13

MD332

MD332-22 MOX Approach

The use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not a new concepf.

The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use in commercial reactors have bee
accomplished in Western Europe, and electricity was generated on

demonstration basis in the United States in the late 1970s. Severp

U.S. commercial reactors were designed to use MOX fuel, and others ¢4

easily and safely accommodate a partial MOX fuel core. The lead assembligs
for test irradiation would be inserted into selected reactors as part of the fugl
qualification program before full-scale operation was undertaken (se¢

Section 2.17).

MD332-23 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

This SPD EIS does provide analyses of the potential impacts of implementin
each of the alternatives considered. Those analyses show that the disposi
of surplus plutonium would have no significant environmental impacts on
Savannah, Georgia, or other communities on the Savannah River from norn]
operations. TheSummaryof the SPD EIS can be used as the
suggested booklet.

—
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FD231-1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding NRC regulation d
DOE facilities. Because NRC regulations are beyond the scope of this SPD El
Tune 10,2556 Clazk o e s vesss Novads this comment has been forwarded to the DOE team addressing extern
regulation and to the DOE Savannah River Operations office.

GEORGIA CAROLINA COURIER

505 Courthouse Lane
Augusta, Ga. 30901

July 1998

I. SPOOKED SPOOKED SPCOKED

Top billing for the current spooky story goes to the
wall Stseet Journal’s April  28%, 1998 headline, “U.S.
Admits Its Jets Harmed Horses.” This story reported that:

The U.5. conceded that nolse caused by its
jet fighters injured racehorses in November,
during Japan-13.S, military drills off Cape Erimo
in southern Hokkaido. .. . The bureau said the twe
governments must jeintly compensata owners for the
damage in line with the bilateral Status-of-Forces
Agreement.”

The GAQ/NSIAD-96-66, Mar. Z release Ovexseas presence’
Issues Involved in Reducing the Impact of the U,§, Military
Presance in Okinawz is alss spooXy. This story reportad
that:

-& new U.8.-Japangse agreement to reduce the
American military presence on Okinawa includes 1
replacing a Marine air station with a new $4
billion sea-based facility. and paid £or by Japan.
COperating costes for the new faecility are estimated
at nearly $200 million a yesar, much higher than
costes for the existing air station. Japan has
resn asked te pay these costs but has yet to
agree. GAU raises the issue of responsibility for
cleaning up any environmental contamination at the
military facilities being returned to Japan.
Also, the construction and operation of the sea-
based faciliby could have harmful consequences for
the environment.

Ioguiries frorw our pubiication regarding these resporte
directed te Congressman WNorxwoed and ccpled to Senator
Cleland remain unanswered.. The U.8. EPA library services
reports no information on these reports regarding their
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PAYMENTS TQ UTIELTIES NO LONGER GENERATING FLECTRICITY

Total Payment
Dairyland Power Coop 192,000
Public Service Co, of Colarado 26,000
Sacramento Mun, Util. Diss. 1,221 000
Yankee Alomic Elec. Co. 1,525,000
Poritand General Electric 5008000

" GRAND TOTAL* $7.473.000

" Does nol reflect bty fee credits. Intcudes rounding.
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[hibit B 1

RYAN LABS, INC.
AUTHORIZED BY

‘j rE 2 2 PORTFOLIO TRADE BLOTTER

Unn: DEPARTMENT | Sbaiet ) g g M"“ MATCH Pase 1 of |
'7 oFENERGY | / @8 e UND B
ﬂl‘;llhl- Cuxip Yoy Pnl mﬁ‘;@ Sul Pur Cormonts
15 y1)3RA7 | 350,00 | S5715/13 .
17 SIIKED | €25,900830 | SE15/15

R 7
GENBRAL NOTES:
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Deparfment of Energy

Wheraag, DOE 18 odligated snd willog to
provide such disposal services. woder the
tarms and conditions hereinitiaT sst forth:
and

Whereas, this contracy is made and entered
iow under the sutboricy of the DOE Cryani-
zartion Act (Pud, L. 8591, 42 U.&LC. TI10] .et
3eg.) and the Nuclear Wasts Pollicy Arnt of
1882 (Pub. L. $1-425. 42 U.5.C. 10101 ¢ @.)

Now, therefore, the parties berstc do here-
by agret a1 followa:

ARTICLE J=DEFINTTIONS

As used throughout this contract. the fol-
lewing Terms shall Dave tha TREININLE 8%
forth balow:

1. "Tha term osrigned threg-month pericd
meaDs the period that sach will'he
assigned by DOE. giving dus considsration to
the Purciaser’s sssignment preference, for
purposss of reportizg kilowatt hours gea-
erated by the Purchasar's Buclear POWAT Toe
actor and for establisting lees due and pay-
abls to DOE.

2. The verm. cask mesns a. oontalnsr for
SEIPDING SPART DUSISAT T4 andiar Ligh-leval
radicactive wasta which meezs all applicable
regulacsry regurirements.

3. The term civiiion nuclear powsr reastor
Theans & civilian nuclesr powaerdlant requited
to be licensed under sectiona 105 or 104(E) of
the Aromlc Energy Act of 1854, ak amasged
{42 U, 3.0, 2133, 21M(b)).

1. The tarmn Commigsion means the Unitad
statas Nuclear Ragulatory Commisnion.

5. The veIIn coniract IMlanus tols agreement
4nd &any duly axacuted smendrnent o modls
fication thersto.

The term Contracting Ufficer means. the
DEIECT axacuting this conbraot on behall .of
the Govarnment, and any otber offlcer of ci-
wiliun employer who is & properiy aictgnatad
Cozcractlng Officer of the DOE: and the tarm
includes, except as otharwise provided 1n this
contract. the authorized repressntative of u
Conwrrcuing Offlcer actitg withsn the linits
of hls suthority.

7. The term delivery means tie tranafer of
cuslody, Lo.b. carrier. of Epent muclear fual
or high-lave] radioactive waste from Pur-
chasar to DOE xi the Purchassr's .civilian
Duclear power Tassior or such other doames-
tic site =3 may be dasighated hy the -Pur-
chaeer and approved by DOE,

8. The termn gisposal Meany the emplace-
ment in & repos{tory of high-level tadit-
aétive wasts, spszk nuclear fuel, or other
bizkly radioctive waste With no foregeasbls
intant of recovery, whether o £41 suah em-
placement permita recovary af ensh wists,

5. Toe term DOE means the United States
Department of Enargy or any dul§ auther-
ized reprezeutative thereo!, imacludipy the
Coptracting Offioar.

10. The tarm DOK fedlity means & fadiiity
¢perated by or on behalf of DOE for the pur-
pose of dizpoalng of spent nusisar mel anyer

§%41.11

high-level radicactive wants, or such cther
facllicy(i8e) 1o Whith spent nuclear fuel ands
or hlgh-level mdicacrive wasts may be
ahipped by DOE prior to it4 tralsportation to
s dizposal lucility.

11. 'The marm full cost recovery. mesns the
Tecoupbment by DOE. through Purchassr fsss
and any 1ztarest earned. of all Alrect costs,
indiregt costs. and all Allocable overhead.
SONKGtaNT with generally accepred aocougi-
ing pricciples conslsvently applisd. of provid-
ing disposal sarvices and copductlng activi-
tles authorizad by the Nuclaar Wabts Follcy
Act of 1962 (Pub. L. 51=-28). ae used borein.
the term cos? imcludes the application of Nu-
clear Waste Pund monsya for those uess sx-
Fresaly sat forth in ssction 302 (d) and (o) of
the sald Act mnd al) other uses specifiad in
tne Act.

12. The term Aigh-level! radiogerive taaste
(HLW) mesns—

(s} the highly radionctive matariel rastit
ing from the reprocassitg of Ipent nuciear
fuel. including liquid wagte produced di-
Tectly in reprocesming wad any solid matarial
derived from such Mguid weste that contains
fiselon products ln sufficlent conoentratiozes:

and

(0) otber highiy radicactive matarial that
the Commission, consistent with existing
iaw, dstermines by rule requires psrmanent
fsolation.

18. The tarm wecrricity (kifowstt hours! pen-
erated and sold meens gross electrical autpat
produoed by & olvilin nuclear power rescior
Toeasured At the cutput terminals of ths tur-
bine gassrator minus che pormal onslty Du-
clegr station purvice loads during ths tirne
slsctrieity 2 being gensrated multiplisd by
the total epsrgy ediument factor. For pur-
DOsss of thia provisiog, the following defini-
tion shall apply:

&. The term Total Enevey Adjusrment Facter
(TEAF) means we sumn of individual cwners’
weolghted energy adfusument factors.

b. The tarm Weighted Energy Adjustneni
Foctpr (WEAF) meana the product of an awn.
er's sTergy sdjustment fwctor tlmes the own-
ar's share of tha plapt.

c. The term Qwner's Eneroy AdAustment Fac-
wr (QOEAF) means the sutn of the lodividyal
cwnsr's adjustonent for galez te uliimate
copsumers and adlustment [Or sales for re-
eaie.

€. The tesyn Owner’s Share of tha plant 105}
menns the owner's Iraction of meterad aslac-
w=icity sales. the owper’s fraction of plant
cwharsiip, or the pORACr company's fxed
ontitlerment parcentaze of Eha plant’s vutput.
‘This definition lncludes Joint owners of gen-
BTAGIDG carfpanies or participents o & geo-
eration end WeERIMIsIOn cooperative.

. Tae tarm Adfustnenit for Sales to ultimate
Contumer (ASC) means the ownmer's fraction
of sajes to the witlmeals consumer multiplisd
by the owner's maler o uitirnate GCoRawmer
44fuetment factor.
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GEQRGIA-CARCLINA COURIER
PATRICIA €. McCRACKEN, PEDITOR
QFFICE (7086] 738-94571
FRY (70&) 7380637
Exhika

Muclear Waste Fund Status
{Bilkions of dollars, data as of September 30, 1997)

QOCRWM Caleulation:
Fees Paid $8.5
Investment Eernings $26
Total . 5111
Disbursements 54.9*
Net Balance $§.2
Fees Pad 585
Investment Earnings 825
One Time Fees Accrued:
Principal . 809
Interest : $13=+
Defense Fees Owed $ 10**
Totwl 3143
Disbursements 349

Net Balance 3 X

* Total NWF disbursements only, does not reflect DNWD disbursemnents of . 7B.
Total Program costs, including NWF & DNWD fimding, through the end of FY 1997
equal $5.6B :

* The unlity calculation includes one-time faes-and initerest not yet paid to the Nuclear
Wagte Fund. It also includes the accrued fees that the Deparument owes 1o date for the
dizsposal of defense high-level waste, based upon ¢ost share computed in the 1995 total
system life-cycle cost analysis. ’
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To: Inspector General
Department of Justice

From: Patricia McCracken
Gecorgia-Carplina Courier
413 Scotts Way
Augusta, Georgia 30809
T06-738-3451
fax 738-0637

August 17, 1998
Dear S:ir:

The electric consumers of America have nct keen
propar_y informed regarding the events associated with thair
Kuc_ear Waste Fund litigatien,

This news organizaticn has previously writtern tc Mrs.
Renc regarcing the lack of information and legal
spokespersons at major nuclear gatherings publicizing and
pronoting varicus legal pesitions that impact our nation.
We should not have to depend on the reliability of nuclear
tabloid publications or utility attorneys with current
li=:igation against the government for our information.

We nave requested press . releases from the Justice
Department In Washington concerning the. Nuclear Wasze Fund
litigation for gquite some time and have been Unable to get
eny irformaticn frem the press or public relations office.
The DOE lnternet site could not locate any information with

zgpears that lewsuits have been very active at the DOE and
custice. Interested persons attending the various public
meatings at the DOE would have no reason to contact the
Justice Department for information because that inforration
has not been given through the many DOE cutreach and public
aZfairs offices.

Perhaps our United States Attorney's office in Augusta
neads TO0 represent the consumers arnd other government
interests ¢f ¢ur district. "'At the very least we would want
~hem to =eview the pleadings, transcripts and decisions
regarding electricity consumers. Furthermore, the Department
of Energy’s public comment documents and Environmental
Impact Statements may not contain all the informaticn knewn
tc <the Justice Department and the Department of Fnergy
becacse they are not being sent to the proeper parties
invo_ved. ' .

FD262

+ha search word lawsuits, nuclear. etc. Meanwhile, it 1

FD262-1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about the NWPA. The staty
of the Nuclear Waste Fund implementation is beyond the scope of thi
SPDEIS.
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The Department of Defense has a law schogl. They
should s:tudy this litigation. If the Justice Department Has
inadaquarte ZFunding to defend the DOD, DOE and electric
consumers then they could help in the endeavor. Some
arrangement could be made regarding some payments they
apparently cwe to the Nuclear Waste Fund.

The consequences of the decision or decisicns regardirg
the Northern States Power Company verses the United States
appear to fall under the NEPA laws. We hope that all tre
information has been presented to the appropriate groups for
action and review, This revisw should alssc include
informa:ion gathered in disgovery. If that information is
being withheld Dbecause of litigation, then no Record of
Decisions should be made without 211 the information known
Lo the sgencles. We wonder if various agencies have already
made some Record of Decisions without all the necessary
information ro make a proper conclusion.

The General Accounting OQffice and cther Congressional
reperting groups seem to differ on the status of the Nuclear
Waste Fund. We hope that- the Justice Department and our
publiec attorneys have been able to investigate the status of
the func now involved in lltligation. ' We do not believe rhat
the Justice Department has received all the information or
Propelr expert consultation to conduct this case. We would
all like to review the positions of our attorneys and how
well anc ccurteously they are being treated by our judces at
hearings, but apparently no transcripts are available.

Jur rews organization has ‘beer suspicicus that the
government’ s funding for cur defenmse may e inadeguate.
Tre complexity of the NWF reguires much staffing. We are
quite puzzled as to some of the information we have received
under FOIA requests regarding your litigation cocaonecied to
the Nuclear Waste Fund. Some 'of the questions are quite
obvicus even To an untutoréd’ investigator. We certainly
hope that cur judges are asking some questions.

Our news organizatlon has been seeking the actual legal
decuments zregarding the Noxthern States Power Ccmpany
litigazion and any other litigation regarding the Nuclear
Waste Fund. It appear: hat' i .the orly way to find cut
what s really going on __ these cases. I would appreciate
assistance in obtaining - the pleadirgs, transcripts,
discovery and decisiens regarding these cases. Rlso we wounld
like te know 1f the attorneys were gitizens of the United
States and thelr qualificatjens for such an important case.
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BEfectuate Certain Other Purpcses Pertaining %o
Nuclear Facilities. In accerd with the intent of
the NRZ to facilitate competltlion, some xeview is
in order to determine the degree in which your
agency would become the momopely for all the
commercial and gevermment nuclear facilities under
the current agtivities outlined in the NRC
Memorardum of Understanding between the DGE and
NRC. Did the antitrust section of the Justice
Department give any review ¢f this work2 They have
hxstorically notifled NRC ghout such action in
court cases. The public would like for the HRC to
abide by the same guidelines as the Justice
Liepartment uses for other nuclear situations.

Some legal findings have even used languags
that can mean even setting up a2 situation that
might lead tg monopolization. This plan is =2
monepoly repert without input from other agencies
with responsibility at DOE. MRC is engaging in
unfalr menopoly reporting power without allowing
access of other reports available in  the
government market or peer review in the proper
fields. The appropriaticns set up a monopoly
reporting power structure and the people are noi
protected from this monopoly. The work plan should
be set up to remedy this szituation. The NRC can
use <=he same type of remedies that they have
recommended themselves to other parties.

Wa urge the public get relief from the draft
plan of the DOE/NRC.

According to some legal opinaons, the Atomic Znergy Act
was ameaced by Congress to include a procedure whsreby the
Department of Justice is to notify the NRC if licensing
might create or maintain a situation ineconsistent with the
antitrust laws.

Thank you for the opportunity te report some citizen
cammenta about our government.
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Te: BOE/NRC

From: Patricia MecCracken
413 Scotts Way

AugusTa, Georgia 3309
706-738-3451

Ra: Commants to the proposed Pilot Program on External
Regulation of DOE Nuolear Facilitias by the Nuclsaz
Regulatory Commiesion and the publig presentation of A
decument called Work Plan for The Receiving Basin for
offsite Fuels at the Savannah River Site Draft June 25, 1998

Without any formal fedaral register notices to refer for
comment, comments can only relate:to the handouts frem NRC.

The title to this work plan does not reflect the description
¢f the work plan. Your work plan.is much more extensive
than this title.

Orie would like to Xnow your distribution list for yeur craft
as those persons such as myself who attend the public
meetirgs (and produce a newslatter) and comment were not on
your malling list. Mr. Robert Newman was contactaed and he
did not receive a draft for comment. He has made several
presentations at the CAB meetings regarding compliance with
DOE orders. He asked me to comment on his behalf and remind
DOE of his participation at public. meetings and the comment
PLocess. :

The section of the CDC conducting health studies at SRS did
not receive your notice for comment.

This fact alone raites some questions as to the parsons at
SRS and DOE that are supplying "information for this report.

The handeut dees not seem to have the same format as prblic
rotice documents such as the federal register. The intent

of the NRC to pursue a project. at the Department of Energy

must have some legal position statements hut they have not

been presentaed for public comment. -

Appendix D°s Authorization Basis does. not appear to be
complete for the legal scope. . We all certainly would like
the NRC to lock at the antitrust duties of the agency in
reviewing some of the activity ak SRS and proposed activity
at 5R3. We need more specific statutory basis ta enstre
that the agency covers all the isspes important to
stakeholders. NRC appaars to bé trying to establish a

FD299-1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding NRC regulation d
DOE facilities. Since NRC regulations are beyond the scope of this SPD EI
and the comments do not directly relate to the surplus plutonium dispositio
program, this comment has been forwarded to the DOE team addressif
external regulation and to the DOE Savannah River Operations office.
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nonopoly regulatory agency, which wenld be in violation of
its statutory duties.

We believe that you need permisasion from other agsncies to
soncduct your work. This memorandum of understanding is
suspected to be inappropriate for entry intec a deferse
facility, @specially with no Corps of Engineers signature.

Wa nead to xnow the format for the datalbase of information
gathered(categorized to match each work plan

section like a dockat) Tor public review purposes. The CIC
health studies group(SRS) has a format for collection and
public review that is guite extensive and might serve as =
medel for this massive report.

The statutory authoxlty of the NRC is apparently an issue
coften debated in the courts. Most of this plan(like page D-
Z zewiew, approval.fissionable material operations) is
defense related and no related overdight persoms are part of
your task ferce. Efforts to contact the BOD oversighkt at
Fantagen have been unsuccessful as their is ro telephona
answsr. That could explain the situation.

The Congresz hasz appropriated(special) money fcr the NRC te
zonduct some work at the DCE.

Congress has been utilizing the Nuclear Waste Fund consumers
prayments and interest to fund othaer projacts such as this
ane. This does not appear to be legal. The DCOE apparently
borrows money to make payments to the NWF and then invests
that money somewhere.

Youyr wark plan and oversight duties should include an
explanation of your funding. Is it part of the Nuclear
Waste Fund? Please demonstrate that this monay is not part
of any ©f the money{with inferest) Congress borrowsd from
the consumer fund. -

The work plan presented does not give the signatures of the
authorized representetives of each agency. The Memcrandum
ol Understanding between thne DOE and NRC is not presented
with any signatures. We would like to xnow if the rpersons
approving the work plan also approved the adequacy of the
appropriation to conduct this work. Was the work plan
presented to the persons making the recommendaticns for the
money amounts? We would like the references for
presentations.

wWe have made scme inquiries as to the existence of documents
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difficult to beliave that the task force presented has all
the qualifications to conduct such z massive study. OSHA
persons might want te include NICSH persons alraady doing
work at the site. ’

The work plan leaves out a lot of details that are vagualy
mentionad in the MOU which was not attached to the work
plan. ©Of special importance is the MOU expliznation of
coordination activities. "DOE and 'NRC agree to enter inte an
interagency Agreement Lo reimburse NRC, where legally
permitted and not otherwise covered by appropriaticns, for
its agency cest associated with NRC activities to achieve
the cbjectives of the MOU.” DGE is currently borrewing
money uUnder the Nuclear Waste Fund program while loaning
rongy from the fund. We would like to know the exact
interesy rate of both policies as it relates toc paving NRG.

The part about legally perﬁitted is not explailned very well,

Some details regarding salaries is important as apparently
the task force must have many credentials( not related in
the work plan) and they do not need to be checking fire
extinquishers at their payment rate.

Section K C-2 Lists Transportation of Radiocactive Materiazls
with the scope of review that inciudes knowledge from
shipment to packaging. Agaln this task force will need some
irput from other experts and those persons have not been
named in this plan. This discussicn could be described for
sc many of these broad outlines in the plan, Wa would like
to request that NRC ask DOE where the traneportation
alternative plan is located for WHIPP or any cther projeck.
NRC would need that plan for reference.

This plan (C-3 Q) Fire Protmction Program states the review
will 1aclude an assessment of the procedures for control of
comcustibles, inspection of portable fire extinguishers.
Testing of emergency lights, inspection of chemical storage
areas, emergency response and waste removal. The review
will elsc include an assessment of the training requirements
for the facility designated fire wardens. We all certainly
want to see the trip reports and procedures used by this
zask force documenting that dll these things were conducted
by this ¢roup. That goes for all the other activities. What
persons are already staffed to conduct these activities and
why do they need you to help them? The state and local fire
and emergency response persons could save you mongy and help
in these projects.

FD299
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or staff to make the aompa:isén. Your budget should be
presented with any work plan.

The NRC regulations call for antitrust language for
Prelicensing Antitrust Review of Production and Utilization
Facilities and to Effectuate Certain Other Purposes
Pertaining to Nuclear Facilities. In mecord with the intent
of the NRC to facilitate compatiticn, some raview is in
order to determina the degrea in which your agency would
becoms the moncpoly for all the commeroial and government
nuclear facilities under the current activities outlined ir
the WRC Memorandum of Undarstanding between the DPOE and NRC.
Did the antitrust section ¢f the Justice Department give any
zeview of this work? They have historically notified NRC
abgut such actiion in court cases. The public would iike far
the NRC to abide by the same guldelines as the Justice
Department tses for other nuclear situations.

Soma legal findings have even used language that can mean
even setting up & situation that might lead to
monopolization. This plam is a monopely Ieport without input
from other agencies with responsibility at DOE. NRC is
engaging in unfair mencpoly reporting power without allcowing
access of other reports availablé in the govermment market
or peer review in the proper fields. The appropriaticns set
ugp a mcnapoly reporting power structure and the pecple are
net protacted from this meonopoly. - The work plan shou.d be
set up to remedy this situation. The NRC can use the same
type of remedies that they have recommended thamselves to
other parties.

We urge the public gat relief fram the draft plan of the
DOE /NRC . g

The work plan language and general intent for safety and
protection are important and everyone wants to be sure that
they are addressad with full input and pear raview,

Tnank you for the oppertunity to comment on thls important
matter in our arsa. The information regarding this plan has
net bsen fully sent to the . public and we hope that more
corment opportunity will exist.
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Georgia Department of Natura! Resources
205 Butler St. S.E. , East Floyd Tower, Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Lonica C. Barratr, Commissionar
Harold ¥, Rehais, Directar
Enviranmental Pratection Divisicn
{404) 858-4713

September 21, 1998

U. 8. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D. C. 20026-3786

Dear Sir or Madam:

The Environmental Protection Division (EPD) of the Georgia Department of
Natural Resources (DNR} is pleased to provide the following comments on the “Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement’, DOE/EIS-0283-D.
Attached you will find a discussion of issues related to the draft EIS that we feel are
significant, as well as detailed page-by-page comments.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document.

b

James L. Setser, Chief
Program Coordination Branch

incerely,

JLS:Im
Attachment

CAWPSI'\DOCUMENTWPLUTCVR.LTR
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Georgia Environmental Protection Division
Issues Related to
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
DOE/EIS-0283-D

Use of Existing Facilities at Savannah River Site {SRS)

Many of the SRS alternatives involve utilization of the ageing facilities at SRS. Some of
these facilities, particularly the F and H Canyons, have been in operation for more than
45 years. The risk of design-based accidents and the potential that a severe
earthquake or other natural disaster such as a severe tornado could occur are of vital
concern for the utilization of these facilities. Whereas new nuclear facilities are 1
constructed to seismically withstand the forces of such natural disasters {i.e., 0.2g for a
design-basis earthquake), the older facilities are not constructed according to these
standards. The magnitude of such an earthquake would he expected to cause severe
structural damage that could lead to partial structure collapse and unmitigated releases
of radioactive and hazardous material to the environment.

Scheduling
The technalogy for immobilization of plutonium at SRS is unrealistic from a time

schedule viewpoint. The purpose of the current Defense Waste Processing Facility
(DWPF) at SRS is to convert the high level wastes in the tank farm to a borosilicate
glass form which will be shipped to a National Repository when one becomes available.
Because of DOE's failure to successfully conduct In Tank Precipitation (ITF) an
ion-exchange system is being considered. If implemented, this system is expected to
cost $500 million and require between 6 and 14 years to implement. The ITF was
initially completed in 1988 at a cost of $32 million and now, more than $500 million in
estimated costs have been incurred and the facility is not operational, While DOE's
expectations that all high level waste tanks be emptied and completely processed by
2020, the madifications to the DWPF and related operations for plutonium
immobilization at SRS will most likely cause even further delay in processing the
existing 32 million gallons of high leve! waste. This further delay raises the question of
an increased risk to public health and safety due to a failure of the old carbon steel
tanks that contain the high level radioactive waste,

Proximity of Plutonium Processing Facilities

The separation of an MOX fuel fabrication facility from the pit conversion facility {i.e., pit
conversion at Pantex and MQOX facility at 8RS) could lead to significant control
problems related to gallium contamination in the MOX fuel fabrication process.

Because hafnium and gadolinium are both neutron absorber poisons thal will
conmtaminate the MOX fuel, in a manner similar ta the requirement for Hafnium removal
in reactor grade zircaloy for commercial LWR's, a polishing process has to be put in
place to get rid of the gadolinium. This polishing process needs to be employed at the
pit conversion facility if new construction is envisioned because this contamination in
the MOX fue! fabrication facility is extremely difficult to control.

MD322

MD322-1 Human Health Risk

As explained in thBupplement to the SPD Draft EL¥OE has eliminated as

unreasonable the eight alternatives in the SPD Draft EIS that would involv
use of portions of Building 221—F with a new annex at SRS for plutonium
conversion and immobilization. It was determined that the amount of spag
required for the immobilization facility would be significantly larger than
originally planned. These new space requirements mean that the annex tolbe
built alongside Building 221—F would be very close in size and environmentgl
impacts to the new immobilization facility alternatives at SRS. Therefore, thig
SPD EIS only presents the alternatives involving a completely new
immobilization facility at SRS.

D

1]

MD322-2

Proposed modifications to the in-tank precipitation (ITP) process arg
independent of the modifications needed at DWPF to support the surplys
plutonium disposition program. The use of DWPF to support plutonium|
immobilization produces only a few additional glass canisters and is unlikely
to delay the waste vitrification program significantly or to cause increased
risks associated with liquid HLW management. DOE is presently considering
a replacement process for the ITP process at SRS. The ITP process W
intended to separate soluble high-activity radionuclides (i.e., cesium
strontium, uranium, and plutonium) from liquid HLW before vitrifying the
high-activity fraction of the waste in DWPF. The ITP process as presently
configured cannot achieve production goals and safety requirements f
processing HLW. Three alternative processes are being evaluated by D

ion exchange, small tank precipitation, and direct grout. DOE'’s preferre
immobilization technology (can-in-canister) and immobilization site (SRS) arg
dependent upon DWPF providing vitrified HLW with sufficient radioactivity.
DOE is confident that the technical solution will be available at SRS by using
radioactive cesium from the ion exchange or small tank precipitation proces
A supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0082-S2) on the operation of DWPF and
associated ITP alternatives is being prepared.

Immobilization
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MD322-3 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

Pit disassembly and conversion is a common technology required fo
implementation of both the hybrid alternatives and the immobilization-only
alternatives. The plutonium dioxide produced by the pit conversion facility,
can be used for either the immobilization or MOX approach. Neither
gadolinium nor hafnium is present in pit plutonium metal in concentrations of
concern for MOX fuel production. On the basis of public comments received
on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performed as part of the MOX
procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing as a component of th
MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity (e.g., gallium) removal from the
plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, and thg
impacts discussed therein were added to the impacts sections presented
the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Mume I. Section 2.18.3 was also revised to
include the impacts associated with plutonium polishing.

Additional processing needed only for MOX fuel fabrication would occur in
the MOX facility, not the pit conversion facility. Controls would be put in
place to ensure that any contaminants removed during thq
plutonium-polishing process would not contaminate the MOX fuel fabrication
line. Asindicated by the analyses, the addition of this process is not expects
to materially affect the ability of the candidate sites to handle MOX
fuel fabrication.

dins
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DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the technical issues
associated with pit disassembly and conversion. These issues are the subject

Alternatives

Location of Facilities L L L
The types of technical problems (i.e., the In Tank Precipitation issue) that have arisen of ongoing R&D activities at INEEL, LANL, LLNL, and ORNL. These activities
at SRS and DOE's approach to resolving them do not instill assurance that a plutonium | are expected to reduce technical risk and ensure that design, constructi¢n,
pit conversion facility can be developed and constructed in a timely manner at SRS . . . L. e
within any reasonable cost estimates. The DOE tiered approach needs supplemental and operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities cap
Reseet'_rch TT}? Devifbfmfent (RI&D)Itetchnology ior,c?n?eptgj_'rdesig'? andt fz”ﬂfctallg . be conducted efficiently and effectively, and within reasonable cost and
operationa; roughput or surpius plutonium material. In aaaition, It is note: at Fantex . PR . . .
with a new Pit conversions facility will provide minimal radiological impact on the schedule copstralnts. The .largeSF of these activities is the PI'[ _d|sassemt ly
population and workers, where there will be a major impact on the w0frk§rsf(319 person | 5 and conversion demonstration project at LANL, a full-scale pit disassembly
i i lati diological if t ility i . . . . .
T g of 10 Increase in population radiological exposure Ifhe facilly s and conversion line similar to what would be used in the proposed facility
This demonstration project and other R&D activities are describBd in
Eacility Accidents : : . _
The respirable fraction (the fraction of release consisting of Plutonium particles with a Dlsassembly and C_onvg rsion Demonsuatlon BOE/EA 1297'
diameter of less the 10 microns is questioned). The DOE use of the fraction (0.1-0.01) August 1998), which is available on the MD Web site at
0.01 or smaller for the inhalation pathway to man is questioned. For inhalation of the . _
lung; and TBLN it is noted than the fraction of respirable particles less the 10 microns 6 http.//www.doe md.com.
does indeed affect the dose. What is left out is the fact that going from 1.0 microns to
0.1 micron, there is a 1000 fold increase in particle concentration for a 10 fold reduction MD322-5 Human Health Risk
in medium particle diameter for Pu-239. . ) ) ) ] )
Sections 4.4.2.4 and 4.6.2.4 present radiological impacts of operating the pit
Review of deposition and scavenging data reveal the difference for dry deposition vs. . . . .
wet deposition of Pu02 particles. The average bounds for wet deposition removal rate COHVGI'_SIOHI faCIIIty at SRS and Pantex, res_p_ectlvely. As shown in the tak_)l S
for particles is 10-4 for stable meteorological conditions and 10-3 for unstable wind regarding impacts to the public, the anticipated dose to the populatio
conditions. For dry deposition of Pu02 particles the deposition velocity is a constant 7 ; ; . H :
value of 10-2 regardless of meteorological conditions. For bounding of particle surroundlng SRS from plt conversion faCI|Ity Operatlons would be o)
deposition the maximum expected for wet deposition is 10-2 and for dry deposition 1.6 person-rem/yr (average dose would be 0.0020 mrem/yr), and for Pantg¢x
10-1. This 10 fold factor should not be overlooked in considering “respirable fraction”. would be 0.58 person-rem/yr (average dose would be 0.0019 mrem/yr); th %
The fraction of energy absorbed in tissue (f1) is always small for Pud2. The value of f1 difference of about 2.8 times is due mainly tothe Iarger population surroundin
equals 3xj0—3 is used for plutonium oxides. The value of f1 for the other actinides is 8 SRS. As shown in the tables regarding impacts to workers, the workdr=
conservatively set at f1 equals 10-3. Thus, the actual value has little effect on the . . > L. O
estimation of inhalation dose. population dose at the pit conversion facility is 192 person-rem/yr wheth S
the facility is located at Pantex or SRS. The average worker dose is expec
Ingestion modeling (ICRP-23 1975) indicates that direct ingestion of Pu02 particles ty . . . 9 p
would be a much lesser radiological impact than inhalation. It should be noted that part to be 500 mrem/yr to involved workers at either site. g
of inhaled material, however, would be translocated by bodily processes to the 9 &
gastrointestinal tract. For sakj of z:‘ccurscly the mocLeIIfor the gastrointestinal tract must Regardless of where the pit conversion facility is operated, DOE poIicy plac
i id id inthe i ti . . . .
include all nuclides considered in the inhalation mode safety and environmental considerations above other program goals. DJB.
The Meicor Accident Consequence Code System (MACCS2) used to calculate the dose limit requirements (DOE Order 5400R&diation Protection of the %
consequences of facility accidents (appendix K) is a sector averaged code as opposed . . . C "
to the straight-line Gaussian. The sector-average equation uses the cross wind 10 Public _and the Envwonmena_nd 10 CFR 835C)ccupat|onal Radiation ie
integrated model but distributes the Y-concentration evenly over a sector. The width of Protection) have been established to protect and ensure the safety a %
health of the public and workers. In addition, protection of the public an ®
MD322 workers is considered by DOE in the design, location, and construction df|
its facilities. W
@)
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MD322-6 Facility Accidents

As used in this SPD EIS, the respirable fraction is the mass fraction of airborn
material estimated to have less than a 10-micron aerodynamic equivale
diameter (AED). Use of this definition is common practice within DOE and is
included inAirborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable Fractions for
Nonreactor Nuclear Facilitie§DOE-HDBK-3010-94, October 1994).
Section 1.2 of the handbook discusses respirable fraction in detail, citin
other definitions that have been used historically by a variety of organizations
and concludes that “use of a 10 [micron] AED cut-size for respirable particles
is considered conservative, and may even be overly conservative since t
mass is a cube function of particle diameter.”

MD322-7 Facility Accidents

There is no direct connection between deposition velocity and respirabl
fraction. Deposition velocity reflects the rate of removal of material from the
plume to ground-level surfaces, whereas respirable fraction is the mass fracti
of the particulate matter that can be inhaled. As implemented, respirabl
fraction was used in defining the source term, so that the released plume c
be considered 100 percent respirable. Deposition velocity was set to zero,
that no material is assumed to be removed from the plume by this mechanis
thus increasing predicted downwind concentrations and inhalation dos
(the most significant dose pathway).

MD322-8 Facility Accidents
MACCS?2 is a standard, accepted code for analyzing the impacts of acciden

in EISs and for comparison of alternatives in NEPA documents. The MACCS?

dose conversion factor of 8.8B)° sieverts/becquerel (3.8808 rem/ci) for
a 50-year committed effective dose equivalent from plutonium 239 for the
inhaled chronic dose pathway to the whole body alleviated the need t
assess dose on an organ-specific basis. The presence of other nuclides fr
the aged plutonium was accounted for by scaling the plutonium 239 dos
factor against like factors for the other contributing nuclides in proportion to
their presence.

donisodsiq wrii®ni4d snjdins
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MD322-9 Facility Accidents

Discussion on the use of the inhalation pathway for consequence estimati¢pn

is in Appendix K.1.4.2. The inhalation dose as presented provides a|

L

appropriate basis for assessment of impacts and for comparison of alternatijes

in this SPD EIS.

MD322-10 Facility Accidents

The MACCS2 code does calculate the centerline ground-level plumg
concentration; it is not a (crosswind) sector averaged model. Perhaps t
commentor is thinking of the GENII code, which is a sector-averaged code.

is not clear what the commentor means by, “DOE need to further elaborate

why the MEL's (sic) maximum exposure would be 100 meters under neutrg
(Class D) atmospheric conditions and 500 meters under stable (Class
atmospheric conditions.”

As implemented, MACCS2 sampled over a year’s worth of meteorologica
data. For each sample, doses were determined along the plume centerline
MEI and noninvolved worker) and for each fine grid element within each
sector under the plume (for the population dose). Appendix K discusses tf
assumptions used and the accident analyzes conducted.

4

e
t

)

for

¢}

vIb1089—Ssasuodsay pue SjuawWNI0d Juswuwo)d



14

GEeoRraGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
JAMES L. SETSER
PaGce 7 oF 29

a sector is equal to the circumference {2nX) at distance X from the source divided by
the number of Sectors, n (typically n=16 as that there are 16 22 % degree Sectors. The
concentration in each Sector is weighted by the fraction of the time that the wind blows
into the Sector of Interest (0.01 times the percentage of the time), f1 that the wind is
blowing into the Sector of Interest. Sector averaging is an artifice for representing
long-term meandering of the Plume. For accident considerations the center-line ground
level source, and ground-level receptor may be more appropriate. DOE need to further
elaborate why the MEL’s maximum exposure would be 100 meters under neutral (Class
D) atmospheric conditions and 500 meters under stable (class F) atmospheric
conditions.

Direct ingestion of PL02 is a less important dose exposure than inhalation because
Pu02 is highly insoluble even in body fluids. The f1 values (i.e. fraction of a quality
that is absorbed from the gastrointestinal track to bicod) range from 10-3 to 10-5.
The safety requirement should insure that:

a) accident analysis adequately consider all credible scenarios

b) all appropriate engineering safety systems which are necessary to prevent
accidents or mitigate the on-site and off-site consequences of those accidents
are identified

c) the fire hazards analysis be consistent with other accident analysis.

DOE estimates of the risk from design based accidents and natural disturbances such
as a severe earthquake is judged to be adequate. The highest risk to the maximally
exposed off-site individual is a bounding accident because its risk is higher than the
risk of other accidents in the same frequency range. The consideration of the risks
associated with bounding events or accidents for a facility can establish an
understanding of the average risk fo warkers, members of the public, and the
environment from operating the facility. The risks of different facilities can be compared
relatively by comparing the risks associated with bounding accidents for each facility.
DOE should provide additional consideration of bounding of risks due to accidsnts.

If the specific ground activity is associated mostly with particles of size greater than
50um, a very small air concentration would result from the respirable size particles less
than 10 microns.

For the Gaussian diffusion model {applicable for continuous and instantaneous
sources). The vertical component of turbulence intensity is a strong function of
thermal stability, which in turn may be quite variable with height above ground.

It is noted that the buoyancy flux is a facter in both stable & unstable meteorological
conditions. However, it is questioned why DOE has used different MEI locations as a
function of atmospheric stability and this should be explained further. Also it is noted
that there will be no plume rise (i.e. buayancy flux) for normal transportation accidents
unless there is a fire.

10

1

12

13

14

15
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MD322

MD322-11 Facility Accidents

DOE acknowledges the comment that inhalation pathways represent tH
greatest risk of exposure. This is accounted for in the MACCS2 model a
discussed in Appendix K.1.4.2.

MD322-12 Facility Accidents

The selection of accidents for this SPD EIS was done in accordance wit
Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments ar
Environmental Impact Statement®OE Office of NEPA Oversight,

May 1993). Design basis events were developed based on categorizirT

accidents into types of events, and a bounding consequence was determi
for each type. The potential for accidents beyond the design basis w4
examined down to a frequency of 2107 per year. This differs from the
process-specific analysis, such as fire-hazards analysis, that would H
performed in conjunction with the conceptual design package and the analyd

performed for the SAR. ltis these latter analyses that are used to determim

the adequacy of engineered and administrative safety systems, and throu
which a commitment is made to preserve these protections as part of th
operational safety basis.

MD322-13 Facility Accidents
The Facility Accidents sections in Chapter 4 afliume | present a

characterization of the spectrum of potential accident scenarios that are implidi

in the particular alternatives. Each accident is conservatively developed b
type, so is therefore considered to bound the accident risk.

MD322-14 Facility Accidents

There is no connection between ground activity and respirable-size particle
The respirable fraction is determined by the material form and scenari
phenomenology and is based on recommendations in DOE-HDBK-3010-94
Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable Fractions for Nonreacto
Nuclear Facilities For example, the respirable fraction associated with fires
in the MOX facility is 0.01, or 1 percent of the airborne material.
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MD322-15 Facility Accidents

This SPD EIS uses 10-m (33-ft) meteorological data. These are the most
appropriate data for use in calculating ground-level concentrations fof
nonbouyant plumes released at the stack heights analyzed. The vertigal
component of turbulence is not an important factor in determining downwing
concentrations under the assumed release conditions.

MD322-16 Facility Accidents

All plumes released as a result of facility accidents were conservativel
assumed to be nonbuoyant. This is reasonable for fires because significgnt
cooling is possible in transit from the fire site to the release point. DOE hajs
not used different MEI locations as a function of atmospheric stability. Thd
MEI is located at the fence line, in the direction downwind from the releas¢
point. The MEI location changes for each run within the MACCS2 code|
because the wind direction changes for each run. This is why there is o
single location associated with the MEI dose.
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For new construction at SRS the Design Basis earthquake, the source term is assumed
to be 3.8x10-4 grams. The dose at the site boundary is 1.7x10-5 rem.

For the case of aceidents resulting from ceramic immobilization in F-canyon Bldg 221 F
and DWPF at SRS, the source term is 3.8 grams. The dose at site boundary is
4.1x10-1 rem. Note that a factor 4 orders of magnitude increase in the severity of the
accidents dose at the site boundary.

Therefore new construction at SRS is recommended (design basis earthquake)
because of the decreases in radioactive emissions of Pu-239. The new facilities would
be designed to reduce the frequency of accidents and to mitigate the consequences.

It is noted that for facility accidents, DOE has chosen to only consider the inhalation
pathway to the pulmonary region and not censider the effect of resuspension of
particles (MACCS2 code). In so doing, the code sets the deposition velocity the zero
so that the material that might otherwise be deposited on the ground surfaces remains
airborne and available for inhalation. This may not be as conservative for some types
of accidents (i.e. particular Pu02 fires and explosions). Airborne releases of Pu will be
in the oxide form and contain a substantial percentage of particles in the “respirable
range” (i.e. iess that 10 micron).

DOE has limited the duration of accidental releases from SPD facilities to 10 minutes
except for fires. This may be a rather limiting value compared to actual release times
from other DOE facilities accidents. For fires and explosions it is recommended that
the dose pathway from respension of Pu particles be included in the dose calculations.

Analysis indicate that when a contaminating event occurs most of the radiation dose
associated with the event is committed within a short time (a period of a few weeks or
months) unless protective actions are taken. Intervention criteria are based on a
projection of the ultimate consequence of the event and a judgement of how certain
actions could reduce the impact. Development of intervention criteria requires advance
planning, so that emergency response plans can be implemented in a minimum period
of time.

The objective of environmental sampling and analysis is to derive information for the
purpose of estimating dose rates to pulmenary lung and 10 bone of exposed individuals.
In general, resuspension will relatively high immediately after initial deposition,
gradually decrease with time, and approach a long term constant within about one year
after deposition. The resuspension rate for newly deposited contamination has been
estimated to be higher by a factor of 1000 or more than that for aged sources of
plutonium, and therefore, represents a proportionately greater radiological hazard.

The principal difference between the initial phase and long-term phase is that the newly
deposited contamination is generaily much more mobile and more easily resuspended.

17
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MD322

MD322-17 Facility Accidents

The commentor is correct in identifying large differences between new
construction and Building 221-F with respect to structural response to
design basis seismic event.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD322-1.

MD322-18 Facility Accidents

The practice of setting the deposition velocity to zero so that the material thg
might otherwise be deposited on the ground surface remains airborne af
available for inhalation is considered conservative for all analyzed accidents
The respirable fractions used for plutonium fires and explosions are fron
DOE-HDBK-3010-94 Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Faciliticand are based on experiments
of the phenomena in question. Airborne material that is not respirable wil
not subsequently become respirable because there is ho mechanism (L
getting energy inside the patrticles to further subdivide them. The process
deposition and subsequent resuspension would tend to result i
agglomeration rather than subdivision, so that the quantity of resuspende
material that is respirable would be much less than that amount of respirab
material in the original plume whose presence can be attributed to the neglg
of deposition.
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MD322-19

The 10-min release duration assumption does not imply that the source ter
has been truncated; it is simply assumed that the entirety of the source te
is released at a constant rate over a 10-min duration. The effect of differin
assumptions concerning release duration is discussed in Appendix K.1.4.p.
The two factors affecting doses as release duration changes are plume
meander and the larger variety of meteorological conditions involved in an
given run for longer-duration releases. The effect on dose of these tw
considerations is as follows. Plume meander decreases individual dose with
increasing release duration and tends to narrow the distribution of populati
doses with increasing release duration. A larger variety of meteorologicd|
conditions tends to narrow the distribution of both individual and population
doses toward the mean dose with increasing release duration. Both factdrs
would tend to lower (i.e., reduce conservatism of) predicted doses reportgd
in this SPD EIS.

Facility Accidents

=

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD322-18.
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MD322-20 Facility Accidents

As discussed in the Emergency Preparedness sections in Chaptelusred V
I, each candidate site has an established emergency management progr
including response time requirements, that would be activated in the event

an accident.. Site hazard surveys are periodically updated and would Ie

modified to reflect any new hazards including those based on the decisio
made in the SPD EIS ROD. These modifications would include developmer
of revised intervention criteria, if needed, in accordance with DOE Order 151.]
Comprehensive Emergency Management SysitemMOX facility would
also be required to comply with 10 CFR D@mestic Licensing of Special
Nuclear Materia] which requires emergency plans that include provisions
for notification, response, and coordination.

MD322-21 Facility Accidents

The dose calculations were performed in a conservative manner. To maximi
the radionuclide concentrations in the atmosphere (and thus the inhalati
dose), the deposition velocity of radionuclides onto the ground from the
plume was taken to be zero. While this precludes the resuspension pathwi
the increased dose associated with inhaling the radioactivity in the plum
from which no radioactivity has been removed by deposition, is greater tha
the dose that would result from inhaling radioactivity in resuspended materia
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It has been estimated that resuspension from newly deposited Pu02 material may be as
high as 10-4/m, or four orders of magnitude greater than for stabilized PuQ2 21
contamination.

Transportation
The DEIS discusses in detail the analysis of both incident-free transportation and the

effects of transportation accidents. The discussion below deals specifically with
transportation of either plutonium metal or plutonium oxide to SRS under Alternatives 3
and 5, but also applies to transportation of “pit parts” and high-enrichad uranium (HEU}
components from Savannah River Site (SRS} to other DOE facilities. It is assumed, 22
based on information presented in the DEIS, that all shipments of plutonium or
high-enriched uranium, including new Mixed Oxide {MOX) fuel shipments will be made
using a Safe Secure Trailer (SST), operated by the Transportation and Safeguards
Division (TSD} in DOE's Albuquergue office.

In July 1998, the DOE Deputy Assistant Secretary for Oversight issued a report titled
“Independent Oversight Evaluation of Emergency Management Programs Across the
DQOE Complex”. Includad in this report is a critique of the TSD emergency management
program. The Office of Oversight noted several “issues” related te TSD, including:

1) “In September 1996, TSD management mandated the removal of radiation
monitoring instruments from all convoy shipments ... [slJome Emergency Action
Levels (EALs) require radiation readings.

2) “On November 1996, a TSD Safe Secure Trailer transporting nuclear weapons
slid off a road and rolled over near Valentine, Nebraska. According to a
Department of Defense Nuclear Command and Control System Support Staff
report, almost four hours elapsed before DOE Headquarters was notified, and it
was almost 20 hours before a Radiological Assistance Program (RAP) team
determined that there had been no radiclogical release. The report
recommended equipping convays with radiclogical instruments to provide timely 23
warning of potential personnel hazards.

3) “There is a discrepancy between an Emergency Action Level (EAL) in the TSD
Hazards Assessment and the emergency management plan. One specifies an
alert, while the other specifies a general emergency for the same conditions.

4) “The document provided to Convoy Commanders to provide initial protective
action recommendations for the public include decision paths that cannot be
completed due to lack of observable criteria (requires information not directly
cbservable or measurable).

5) “The TSD hazards assessment (May 4, 1994) does not provide an adequate
technical basis for ground transportation emergency planning, preparedness and
response. No radiclogical assumptions, models, methodelogies or evaluations
for TSD convoy event hazards are documented or referenced in the TSD
Hazards assessment.

6) “The emergency response organizations, procedures and training for TSD and
its contractor, Ross Aviation, do not adequately support accurate and prompt

MD322

MD322-22

The commentor is correct. All shipments of plutonium and HEU, including
new MOX fuel shipments, would be made using DOE’s SST/SGT system
LLW and TRU waste would be shipped in commercial trucks, not SST/SGTs

Transportation

MD322-23

DOE’s internal and external reviews and assessments are designed to achig
a path of continuous improvement in its transportation and emergenc
management programs. However, the comments are beyond the scope
this SPD EIS and have been forwarded to DOE’s Transportation Safeguarg
Division for review. DOE is currently analyzing the issues raised in the
independent oversight evaluation and will take appropriate action
as necessary.

Transportation
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categorization and classification of operational emergencies during transport of
nuclear materials or devices.”

The DEIS discusses "24-hour-a-day real-time communications to monitor the location
and status of all 88T shipments via DOE'S Security Communications system”. For
saveral years, state radiological emergency response organizations, including
Georgia’'s, have had access to the TRANSCOM real-time shipment tracking system.
Particularly within the past year, the TRANSCOM system has proven to be unreliable in
tracking of domestic and foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel shipments and
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) dry run shipments. It is our understanding that the
Transportation and Safeguards Division {TSD) shipments uses the same basic tracking
software system, but states will not have access to the tracking information; nor will
they have access to advance shipment information which normally precedes highway
-oute controlled quantity (HRCQ) shipments of radioactive materials.

The text of the DEIS describes the postulated accident scenarios as “the maximum
forseeable offsite transportation accident”, while Appendix L describes them as "the
most severe accident conditions”, We agree with DOE that Accident Severity Category
VIl accidents would be considered “worst case” but assuming that such an accident
can occur only in a rural setting does not appear to be conservative. For example, we
note that “rural” mileage accounts for approximately 78% of the route between Pantex
and SRS, while “suburban” mileage accounts for nearly 20% of the route. In the Atlanta
metropolitan area, suburban speed limits outside 1-285 are generally 65 miles per hour
{mphy; rural speed limits are 70 mph. Higher traffic volumes within the “suburban” area,
and nearly equivalent speeds as in the “rural” area would seem to increase the relative
srobability of severe vehicle accidents in the “suburban” areas, and such accidents
would potentially have far greater consequences than those presented in the DEIS.

The discussion of vehicle accidents specifically addresses the potential for a release of
plutenium from the transport vehicle, with subsequent inhalation of plutonium by
persons nearby. The DEIS however, states on page L-30, that “postaccident mitigative
actions are not considered for dispersal accidents, For severe accidents involving the
release and dispersal of radioactive materials into the environment, no postaccident
mitigative actions, such as interdiction of crops or evacuation of the nearby vicinity,
have been considered in this risk assessment.”

The DEIS does not present sufficient information related to recovery. In Appendix K,
which in general discusses the effects of facility incidents, the DEIS states "the
longer-term effects of plutonium deposited on the ground and surface waters after the
accident, including the resuspension and inhalation of plutonium and the ingestion of
contaminated crops, were not modeled for the SPD (Surplus Plutenium Disposition}
EIS. These pathways have been studied and been found not to contribute as
significantly to dosage as inhalation, and they are controllable through interdiction”. In
previous correspondence with DOE in other programs, we have also met with some
resistance to discussing the effects of deposited radioactive materials, as these effects

23
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26

MD322

MD322-24

DOE is working very closely with State and tribal representatives to upgrad
the transportation tracking and communication (TRANSCOM) system. The
shipment of special nuclear materials using SST/SGTs does not involve tf
use of TRANSCOM. DOE Order 5610.T4ansportation Safeguards System
Program Operationsspecifically requires independent and redundant
communications systems between vehicles in an SST/SGT convoy and wi
SECOM (a secure communications system operated by DOE). For securi
reasons, State and tribal representatives are not given access to this syst|
DOE has a system to liaison with State transportation and safety organizatio
on SST/SGT shipments.

Transportation

MD322-25 Transportation
The consequences of a Category VIII accident occurring in suburban ar
urban zones are shown in Tables L-8 and L-9. However, a Category VI
accident in suburban and urban zones would have a frequency of less tha
in 10 million years and would not be a foreseeable accident. Appendix L wg
revised to describe the maximum foreseeable offsite transportation accide;
as occurring in a rural zone. Because the total mileage in urban and suburh
zones is much lower than in rural zones, accidents are less likely to occur
urban and suburban zones.

MD322-26

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about transporting surply
plutonium. The subject of emergency response and subsequent cleanup
an accident that involves the release of nuclear materials, both special nuclg
material and waste, is a topic of continuing discussion and planning betwed
DOE and State, local, and tribal officials. Several venues, such as DOE|
State and Tribal Governments Working Group and the Southern States Enern

Transportation

Board, are being used to facilitate these discussions. DOE’s Transportati¢

Safeguards Division has a formal liaison program with the States related {
the transportation of special nuclear materials.

No credit was taken for interdiction or other activities that could be taker]
after a transportation accident involving a radioactive release, so the dos
reported in this SPD EIS are considered conservative. As indicated i
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Appendix L.8.4, mitigative actions would be taken following such an accident
in accordance with EPA guidelines for nuclear accidents. These action
would result in lowering the actual dose to the surrounding population. Ad
with any transportation accident, local, tribal, and State police, fire department;
and rescue squads are the first to respond to accidents involving radioacti
materials. DOE maintains eight regional coordinating offices across thd
country, staffed 24 hours per day, 365 days per year, to offer advice an
assistance. Radiological Assistance Program teams are available to provi
field monitoring, sampling, decontamination, communication, and other
services as requested. Dose to emergency response personnel
accident-specific and can not be globally estimated. Responders are train
to minimize dose.

The RADTRAN computer code evaluates the dose to the public from thg
resuspension pathway by calculating a resuspension dose factor. THh
resuspension dose factor takes into account dose from deposited mater
that is resuspended by various mechanisms such as wind or traffic. TH
factor is calculated using the methodology developed by NRC in thg

Calculation of Reactor Accident Consequences, Appendix VI to the React®

Study(WASH-1400, 1975).

Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition. Transportation of specia
nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT
system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguarg
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned carg
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
fatality or release of radioactive material Furthermore, as discussed i
Appendixes L.3.1.5 and L.3.1.6, DOE would ship all plutonium in Type B
containers which must satisfy stringent testing criteria specified in 10 CFR 71
Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Materidlke testing criteria
were developed to simulate severe accident conditions, including impac
puncture, fire, and water immersion.
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were seen as being more “environmental” than “emergency response”. - . - )
‘ _ o United States are capable of safely using MOX fuel. Modifications would
In erder 1o plan fof, equip themselves to deal with, and train thelr response personnel need to be made to the fuel assemblies that would be placed in the reacfor
or dealing with a transportation incident involving plutonium, state and local officials X X X
need information regarding both immediate protective measures, and also information vessel to support the use of MOX fuel, but the dimensions of the assemblig¢s
related lo post-emergency issues suich as resuspension and relocation of deposited would not change. DOE has used selection criteria in the procurement procgss
radioactive materials. For example, regarding vehicular disturbances, Sehmel (1975) A i A
has examined the importance of auto and truck traffic in the increasing of resuspension, which ensure that the domestic, commercial reactors chosen would be capaple
It was concluded that such disturbance, in the case of an asphalt surface with newly of safely and successfully completing the surplus plutonium dispositior]
deposited material, will lead to increased resuspension, with a fraction resuspended of L. . A i
the order of 10-5 to 10-2 per vehicle passage. The higher rates occurred at speeds program. In addition, NRC would evaluate license amendment applications
typi_cai of freewgy d_riving. Aﬁerpassage of about 100 cars only a small frac_tign of the and monitor the operation of the proposed reactors selected to use MOIX
original contamination remained on the road surface. Unless emergency officials . .. . .
promptly close the accident scene to vehicle traffic (an unlikely situation), emergency 26 fuel. Afterirradiation is complete, the spent fuel would be stored on the sitg
respenders may face an incident scene that is, unknown to them, extrem_ely hazardous pending eventual disposal pursuant to the NWPA.
due to respirable plutonium. Post-emergency actions may also be complicated due to
the enhanced spread of contamination by vehicle traffic. It is worthy of note here that .. . .
the DEIS presents no information regarding potential radiation doses to response The provisions of the DOE contract with DCS to _Use the_ (_:ataWba' McGuirg,
personnel. and North Anna reactors would not result in additional cost to the]
Public acceptance of transportation of plutonium {Pu) in the U.S. is not a given. The electr|C|ty customer.
true risk posed by transportation of plutonium may indeed be very small, but it is not
zero, and public perceptiorj regarding these ri_sks, and public acceptance of them, is MD322-28 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
critical to the success of this program. The existence of knowledgeable emergency
response personnel at the state and local level, armed with both the training and As described in Section 4.31, features are being incorporated into the designs
equipment which would be required to respond to a transportation incident involving R . . . .
plutonium is a critical component in obtaining this public acceptance. that would allow future deactivation and stabilization activities to be performed Q
more quickly and easily to reduce the risk of radiological exposure, reducks
Utilization of Mixed Oxide {MOX) Fuel h . d with | . d he buildi é
There is a major unresolved question regarding the DOE decision to build a MOX fuel the costs associated wit Ong'term maintenance, an prepare the buildin
farfrication riaclijity. ghse answer Ii[e)?J vaith the existing 311 c;\ﬁgr;tfinglcoTrEmerciatlhnuclear for potential future use. Whether DOE would reuse or D&D the facilities| 2
utilities in the United States that expects o use the uel. ere is the . . . . . L )
potential need for core redesign and other stability and power dynamic provisions 27 foIIowmg surplus pIu'Fonlum dlSpOSItlpn cannqt be determme_d at this time Q
imposed on the utility industry. This raises the issue of whether or not rate schedules DOE will perform engineering evaluations, environmental studies, and further%
will absorb the inherent cost of conversion. This may shift the decision away from . . .
inclusion of plutonium in MGX fuel and toward the placement of surplus weapons NEPA review to assess the consequences of different courses of action. [0)
useable plutonium directly into geologic disposal (expected to be located at Yucca E..
Mountain). g
S
Q
Decommissioning and Decontamination of Plutonium Facilities By
There is not enough attention given to the end of the plutonium fuel cycle missions in a
the Draft EIS. Conceptual designs should be provided indicating where 28 S
decommissioning and disposal (Dad D) considerations have been a driving force in the g
technology development, fabrication, and operational readiness for chemical and )
D
MD322 T
%)
D
g
E.

MD322-27 MOX Approach

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts pf
operating the reactors that would use MOX fuel. Commercial reactors in th

D




291-¢

GEoRGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
JAMES L. SETSER
Pace 150F 29

nuclear material. There is inadequate assurance that the consideration of risk trade
offs in reducing and separating risks, along with well-intended costly measures, will
deliver, the expected protection of the enviranment, safety, and health (i.e,, the
cumulative risk of 50 tons of plutonium immobilization with that of up to 33 tons of
plutonium in MOX fuel). DCE's historical approach to evaluating D&D options or the
reuse of the facilities only at the end of the useful life of plutonium facilities is
unacceptable and serves to detract from the true cost of the front end decisions for
facility siting and construction.

Chemical Form and Safety

There are concerns about the final chemical and physical form of Plutonium Oxide in
the proposed immobilization process. DOE should indicate what technical analyses
have been pravided to show that plutonium will be uniformly dispersed and subcritical,
with no hot spots, eutectics, heat transfer peaks and with aceeptable geometric
configuration. It is interesting to note that DOE did use values for the airborne release
fraction of up to 0.1 and respirable fractions of up to 1.0 for scme of the severe accident
scenarios; however, DOE failed to include justification for their use of these values for
airborne release fraction, respirable fractions, leak path factor, and material at risk.

Malevolent Acts

Several of the facility incidents discussed in Appendix K of the DEIS, particularly those
events for which the initiating event is an "operator error”, could also be intentionally
initiated by an operator with malicious intent (an informed insider). It is unclear that the
analyses presented in this DEIS consider malicious intert as an incident initiator. A
knowledgeable operator with malicious intent could disable or bypass systems which
normally would be used to detect or mitigate an incident.

The transportation section of the DEIS, Appendix L, dismisses the possibility of
malevolent acts with these words — *[iJn no instance, even in severe cases such as
discussed below, could a nuclear explosion or permanent contamination of the
environment leading to condemnation of land occur. ... [such attacks would be unlikely
to occur ... [o]ther materials, including uranium hexafluoride, uranium oxide, TRU waste
and LLW, are commonly shipped, and to not represent particularly attractive targets for
sabotage or terrorist attacks”.

We disagree with the conclusions drawn in this section of the EiS, and request that
DOE perform calculations of the consequences of incidents initiated by malevolent
acts, including transportation incidents. Results of these anzlyses should be classified
as appropriate, as recommended by DOE Order 151.1, and incorporated into both this
EIS and the Emergency Preparedness Hazard Assessment (EFHA) documents for both
TSD and the plutonium facilities.

28

29

30

MD322-29 Immobilization

Numerous R&D studies of the immobilized plutonium forms have been
conducted by DOE and the national laboratories, in part to ensure that 3
environmental health and safety requirements are met. Several technic
studies continue. For enhanced readability of this SPD EIS, supporting
documentation and detailed analyses of the chemical, physical, and nucle
properties of the immobilized forms were published separately. Information]
on specific technical aspects of the immobilized forms can be found in the
following documents: (1) the immobilization data reports published in
conjunction with this SPD EIS; (Beport on Evaluation of Plutonium Waste
Forms for Repository Dispog@|: A-00000000-01717-5705-00009, Rev. 00A,
March 1996); (3)mmobilization Technology Down-Selection Radiation
Barrier Approach(UCRL-ID-127320, May 1997); and (Bjssile Material
Disposition Program Final Immobilization Form Assessment and
Recommendatiqii CRL-ID-128705, October 1997). These documents are
available to the public at DOE sites and regional reading rooms; the latter tw
are also available on the MD Web site at http:/mww.doe-md.com.

Pedw) fBluswiuoiiaug Jeuli4 Uonisodsiq &Htioinjd snjding

The airborne release fractions/rates and respirable fractions used in th
SPD EIS for accident analysis are consistent with those stated if
DOE-HDBK-3010-94 Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities Appendix K contains

scenario-specific summaries detailing the material at risk, damage ratiog
airborne release fractions, respirable fractions, and leakpath factors used
the analysis of facility accidents. Additional information supporting values
of material at risk, damage ratio, and leakpath factor can be found in the da
reports referenced in Appendix K.

5'usweare)s
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MD322-30

Sabotage scenarios are considered conjecture and not reasonably foreseedble.
Although they were excluded from this SPD EIS, the results of such sabotade
(including sabotage by an “insider” and transportation incidents) would bg
bounded by the accidents presented in Appendixes K and L. The possibilif
of sabotage would be controlled through the safeguards and securiy
provisions including security requirements associated with facility workers.

Facility Accidents

Y
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The proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be designed
and operated in accordance with DOE Orders 4%afeguards and Security
Programand 151.1Comprehensive Emergency Management Systam
MOX facility and proposed reactors that would use the MOX fuel would be
subject to similar NRC requirements.
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MD322-31 MOX Approach o
. . S
Under the hybrid alternatives analyzed, up to 33 t (36 tons) of surplusg
Georgia Environmental Protection Division plutonium would be made into MOX fuel. DOE reviewed the chemical and g
Specific Comments Related to isotopic composition of the surplus plutonium and determined Bitinage 3
Surplus Plutonium DlsposmonDI(J)r;’fltE[Esn(\)nzx;nEentaI Impact Statement (DEIS) and DiSpOSitiOﬂ PEIROD that about 8 t (9 tOﬂS) of SUI‘p'US plutonium were UD)
not suitable for use in making MOX fuel. Furthermore, DOE has identified anfs
Pg 1-2What is DOE’s rationale for the alternative of converting 33t of surplus plutenium additional 9 t (10 tOﬂS) foratotalof 17 t (19 tOﬂS) that have such a variety qfa.
to MOX fuel? Is there a useful energy recovery goal for the surplus 31 . i . . . . 1=
plutonium? chemical and isotopic compositions that it is more reasonable to immobilizeS
these materials and avert the processing complexity that would be added}i
Pg 1-3Why does DOE not further discuss the ultimate D&D of the three types of h ial dei IF\)/IOXf | gTh p . ty din this id ificati 'é.'
facilities? DOE has a vast experience of the technology and operation of | 32 these materials were made into uel. The criteria used in this identificationg
Pu production facilities. included the level of impurities, processing requirements, and the ability tu);
Pg 1-5When will DOE provide the separate cost study (DOE 1998a) that should be 33 meet the MOX fuel specifications. If at any time it were determined that any g
analyzed along with this SPD EIS. of the 33 t (36 tons) currently proposed for MOX fuel fabrication was §
Pg 1-5What will be the cost to the utilities and rate payers for MOX fuel utiliz ~ an? Will unsuitable, that portion would be sent to the immobilization faCi"tY- While 3
it be similar to spent fuel charges under the NWPA provisions? Are all of | 34 there is a benefit gained from the use of this MOX fuel in domestic, commercigS
the process development costs for MOX fuel a responsibility of DOE? . . .- . I3
reactors, the goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is not energy&.
Pg 1-8Why is the lack of homogeneily in less favor than the mobilization and recovery, but instead disposition of the plutonium in a safe, timely, and S
vitrification in the ceramic can-in-canister approach? Has the criticality 35 . S
and heat transfer impacts been fully evaluated? cost-effective manner. %
Q
Pg 1-9Why hasn't the Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration Environmantal . )]
Assessment and Research and Development Activities Report (DOE 36 MD322-32 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process §
1998b) not accompany this SPD EIS? This comment is addressed in response MD322—28. g
Pg 1-9Why does the ceramic can-in canister approach provide greater proliferation ®
resi_stance thap the g|a§s clan-in-canistevr approach? What Ie_sser ) 37 MD322-33 Cost E
environmental impacts justify the ceramic over the glass can-in-canister
approach? The cost analysis repoifost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for
Pg 1-9DOE states that Hanford’s cleanup mission is the site’s top priority. Does SRS 38 Surp|US WeaponS'Usab|e Plutonium DISDOSlImE/M D-OOOQ), was issued
not have the same top priority of weapons site remedial site cleanup? in Ju|y 1998. Another report, tidutonium Disposition Life_Cyde Costs
Pg 1-10 Why does the postirradiation examination of the MOX lead test and Cost-Related Comment Resolution DOCUWB@E/MD-OOB) was
assemblies not be a most desired requirement? This examination is most issued in November 1999. These reports are available on the MD Web sitefat
important in the determination of fuel defects, contamination, neutron 39 X . . . .
absorber capability, hydrogen embrittiement and lastly physical http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
characteristics of creep and swelling of the fuel material. locations: Hanford’ INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington' D.C.
Pg 1-11 Will the pit conversion facility commence about 2001 before final
evaluation is completed of the DOE/EA-1207 which intended to lastupto | 40 MD322-34 MOX Approach
four years? . . . . i
Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order tp
MD322 subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this

proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified py
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
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as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger g
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercia|
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would

displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective

value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, the
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Governme
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.

The utilities will continue to pay the standard surcharge per kilowatt-hour o
electricity used for spent fuel under the NWPA, as amended, regardless

whether the spent fuel is from commercial MOX fuel or LEU fuel. There are
no known process development costs for MOX fuel.

MD322-35 Immobilization
The immobilization analysis included in tBé&orage and Disposition PEIS

focused on the use of technologies that would blend the surplus plutonium

directly with either HLW glass or ceramic in a homogenous mixture. Baseq
on public comments on ti&torage and Disposition PEEd technology
developments, DOE accelerated research, development, and testing of varig
aspects of the can-in-canister approach to establish the optimum plutoniu
concentration and chemical composition of a form that could be readily

processed, satisfy nonproliferation concerns, and perform well aftef

emplacement in a potential geologic repository. Included in these effort
were evaluations of criticality and heat transfer issues in addition to thos
that had been conducted for the homogenous forms. Imthebilization
Technology Down-Selection Radiation Barrier Approgd@RL-ID-127320,
May 1997), LLNL recommended that DOE pursue only the can-in-caniste
immobilization approach based upon its superiority to the homogenou
approaches in terms of timeliness, higher technical viability, lower costs, an
to a lesser extent, lower environmental and health risks. Based on furth
recommendations from a committee of experts representing DOE, the nation
laboratories, and outside reviewers, DOE subsequently determined th
immobilizing surplus plutonium materials would be best accomplished using
the ceramic process. NAS is also currently studying the ability of the
immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard, including the he
transfer impacts of this approach.
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MD322-36 Pit Demonstration EA

There is no need for tirit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA
(DOE/EIS-1207, August 1998) and its FONSI (August 1998) to accompany|
this SPD EIS because the environmental impacts of the pit demonstration wi
not affect the cumulative impacts of dispositioning surplus plutonium. This
EAis referenced in this EIS for the purpose of keeping the decisionmaker an
the public fully informed about all aspects of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.

MD322-37 Immobilization

This SPD EIS considers the immobilization of surplus weapons-usablg
plutonium in two forms, ceramic and glass; both would be produced using
similar processes based on a can-in-canister approach. Past analyses h

surplus plutonium. Recently, DOE completed a series of evaluations t
determine whether the properties associated with ceramic or glass would
better suited for immobilizing plutoniunfigsile Material Disposition

Program Final Immobilization Form Assessment and Recommendatior
[UCRL-ID-128705, October 1997]). These studies indicated that the use o
ceramic would be more resistant to the threat of theft, diversion, or reuse, du
to the greater difficulty associated with trying to chemically extract and
separate plutonium from the ceramic form than is required for the glass fornj

indicated that both ceramic and glass would be acceptable for immobilizini

The studies also found that ceramic form would likely be more durable ovef

a longer period of time under geologic repository conditions, would requirg
less shielding to protect workers, and would potentially provide significant|
cost savings. Only minor differences between the two forms are expected

terms of potential environmental impacts, as described in Section 4.29.

Whereas the ceramic form would result in slightly higher potential offsite
radiological exposures from normal operations, facility accident impacts, and
water and electricity requirements, the glass form would result in highe
routine and accidental transportation impacts. Overall radiological exposur
to workers, as well as anticipated waste types and volumes, would not i
expected to differ appreciably between the two forms.
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MD322-38 Alternatives

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curreng
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wad
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutoniumn
disposition activities; however, no decision has been made. While it is tru
that SRS also has cleanup activities underway, SRS is preferred for tf
proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience with plutoniy
processing, and these facilities complement existing missions and taK
advantage of existing infrastructure.

"DB‘-D&U

MD322-39 Lead Assemblies

At the time the SPD Draft EIS was issued, the DOE procurement process [o
acquire MOX fuel fabrication and reactor irradiation services was not
completed. DOE was unsure whether the team that would be selected wol
be able to use its existing knowledge to determine MOX fuel performance, d
if the team would require lead assembly testing to ascertain fuel performang
In consultation with DCS, the team selected during the procurement proceq
DOE believes that limited lead assembly fabrication and postirradiation
examination will be required.

d

n O =

MD322-40 Pit Demonstration EA

Should DOE decide to build a pit conversion facility, this facility would begin
operating about 2004 by which time the pit disassembly and conversio
demonstration would be completed. Facility design, however, would takd
place during approximately 1999 through 2001. While the pit demonstratio
would continue for up to 4 years, the information from the demonstratio
would be generated, gathered, and available on an ongoing basis. T
means that information transfer regarding the fine-tuning of the operation
parameters of a pit conversion facility could be provided on a continuou
basis throughout the facility design phase. Also, because the informati
from the demonstration would be used to supplement other informatio
developed to support the design of a pit conversion facility, it would not b
necessary for the demonstration to be completed before beginning facili
design and construction.
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Pg 1-12

Pg 1-14

Pg 1-15

Is D and D a major category in the direction of DOE’s blueprint for waste
cleanup {DOE/EM-0342) 7 To what extent does this SPD reflect the
implications of waste management and environmental restoration in the
paths to closure document?

The SRS Actinide Packaging and Storage Facility is a planned facility, not
in operation at this time according to DOE. What is the specific
relationship between this planned facility at SRS and SPD? Special
concerns relating to the environmental impacts for stabilization of the
neptunium-237 aqueous solutions is required

Has DOE completed further study and evaluation for safety and final
thermal loading for the HLW canisters, using the criterion (ie, surrounding
radiation barrier for immobilized plutonium)?

Pg 2-8DOE needs to indicate the potential environmental impacts of the ceramic and

Pg 2-10

Pg 2-12

Pg 2-13

Pg 2-13

glass can-in-canister technologies based on generic designs and
compare to those impacts of the homogeneous facilities. DOE needs to
evaluate the conceptual design and modifications required by full
operational readiness of these facilities. The (DOE 1996a) Storage and
Disposition Final PEIS is not adequate in present form for SPD facilities
siting.

DOE's development of alternatives should clearly state that useful fissile
material energy resource is either ta be immobilized and buried as
long-term HLW in geologic repository or that a portion of the surplus
plutonium is to be utilized as MOX fuel for commercial LWRs.

DOE Feed Preparation Methods for immobilization is considering a major
change from the wet-feed preparation process (aqueous processing) to a
dry-feed process. It is stated that the dry-feed process requires less
quantity of water and generates less amounts of waste, and has been
chosen for use in this SPD EIS. This decision based on actinide removal
from waste streams needs further evaluation primarily based on the long
experience and operations for aqueous processing.

DOE needs to state clearly that for plutonium processing and storage
considered in this SPD EIS8, material unaccounted for (MUF) will not be
allowed for the special nuclear material. The accountability must satisfy
the proliferation concerns and inspections of IAEA.

DOE needs to further evaluate to determine if the Pit Disassembly and
Conversion is adeguate for the removal of gallium. The fuel poison will
result in impurity in plutonium dioxide feed for MOX fuel fabrication. This

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

MD322-41

Comments on the draft and finatcelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure
documents (DOE/EM-0342, February 1998 and DOE/EM-0362, June 199§
are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, although Section 1.8.2 of this SPD E

Waste Management

describes the relationship between this EIS and those document$

Section 1.8.2 states that this EIS reflects the proposaisdelerating

Cleanup: Paths to Closurdo the extent possible, and that subsequent
versions of that document will reflect the waste management and
environmental restoration implications of the decisions made as a result g
this EIS.

MD322-42

DOE has recently decided to delay the construction of APSF, and th
Supplement to the SPD Draft Ei€flects modifications to disregard any
benefit to the proposed facilities of APSF being built at SRS. Stabilization of
neptunium 237 solutions would not occur within APSF, if built, and this
process is not required to support the disposition of surplus plutonium.

Waste Management

MD322-43 Immobilization
This comment is addressed in responses MD322-35 and MD322-37.

MD322-44 Immobilization

DOE believes the analyses presented are adequate to support the decisi
being addressed in this SPD EIS, including the facilities’ siting. As a mean
of bounding the estimate of potential environmental impacts of the
immobilization approaches to surplus plutonium disposition Stioeage

and Disposition PEI@nalyzed in detail the construction and operation of
generic homogeneous ceramic immobilization and vitrification facilities.
Although generic designs were the focus of the study, these designs we
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analyzed against parameters specific to each of the candidate sites to determjine

potential site-specific environmental impacts. Several variantimmobilization
technologies were also discussed inSterage and Disposition PEIShe
subsequent ROD for that EIS states that DOE would make a determination ¢
the specific technology on the basis of “the follow-on EIS” (this SPD EIS). In
the tiered SPD EIS, the can-in-canister approach was identified as the preferr
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immobilization technology and evaluated in detail as part of each alternativg.
As a basis for evaluating the alternative immobilization technologies andl
forms presented in the two documents, the environmental impacts associated
with operating the ceramic and glass can-in-canister immobilization facilitied
evaluated in this SPD EIS were compared with the impacts associated with
operating the homogenous ceramic immobilization and vitrification facilities
evaluated in th8torage and Disposition PEIShis comparison is presented

in Section 4.29.

MD322-45 Alternatives

In Volume |, Chapter 1 discusses the purpose of the proposed action apd
Chapter 2 describes the development of the alternatives.

MD322-46 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

[N

DOE does not agree that aqueous processing for immobilization fee
preparation requires further evaluation in this SPD EIS. In addition to highe
water consumption and waste generation cited as examples in this EIS, the
aqueous process would also present a higher potential for worker exposyre
to radioactive materials and greater risk to the public. An aqueous procegs
for the conversion of plutonium for immobilization would also require much
more control to provide adequate protection against proliferation and t¢s
provide for proper oversight by IAEA. Therefore, aqueous processing/we}3
feed forimmobilization is not a reasonable alternative.

-
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MD322-47 Nonproliferation

Security for the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would bg
implemented commensurate with the usability of the special nuclear materi
in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear device. At any time, the totd
amount of special nuclear material in each facility, or in any material balancg
area within each facility, would be known and so material unaccounted fg
would be avoided. Physical inventories, measurements, and inspections
material both in process and in storage would be used to verify inventor|
records. In addition, each of the proposed facilities includes desigf
requirements for space, and to varying degrees, access for an internatio
body to verify compliance with international nonproliferation policies.

—_—
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However, the actual implementation process for ensuring internation
safeguards of the Russian and U.S. material is not as yet fully defined. Th
process is part of ongoing sensitive negotiations between the two countrig
Under the details of those negotiations, the verification process for complian
of the proposed facilities with international nonproliferation policy could be
conducted by a bilateral arrangement that includes access to the propo
facilities only by members of the U.S. and Russian governments, or it coul
include access to the facilities by an international body, such as IAEA.

i/lofrld snjding

MD322-48 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

3"[eul uoiISo

On the basis of public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and th
analysis performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has includeq
plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequats
impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from
the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein were added to th
impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter obfrife 1.
Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts associated wi
plutonium polishing.
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Pg2-23

Pg2-23

Pg 2-27

Pg 2-30

Pg 2-32

Pg 2-56

Pg 2-98

18 a majer propiem ana may require a separate riuionium Fousning
Process. DOE has not made a decision on the Plutonium Polishing
Process or whether, if needed, it would be placed in the facilities for Pit
Conversion or at the MOX fuel fabrication facilities, Galtium
contamination, like other neutron absorbing poisons, is a major concern in
MOX fuel fabrication.

DOE needs to develop accident scenarios for the case of HEPA filter
failure. The occurrence will not provide the DF of 10-4 that is required for
99.99% particle removal as small as 0.3 micron in a flowing airstream.
DOE has postulated a LPF value of 1.0X10-5 for two HEPA filters. This is
an operational problem and if sand filters are not used in conjunction, will
the HEPA filter provide an LPF of 1X10-5 and will not be maintained.

DOE needs to clearly state that SRS has the edge over other facilities by
providing the least transportation impacts and necessary experience in
plutonium preduction.

DOE needs to clearly state the time schedules for construction and
operation of the MOX Facility Description. Depending upon DOE’s
decision on immobilization of surpius plutonium, the DOE decision on
MOX fuel fabrication depends on a number of other considerations (ie,
lead test assemblies, utility acceptance, etc.). The tiered approach of SPD
EIS is barely appropriate for siting of MOX fuel fabrication when so many
other variants exist.

It is vital that a homogeneous mixture exists in the mixed oxide (ie,
blending and milling the PuQ2) to achieve the required enrichment and
isotopic concentration of the uranium and plutonium powders and to
adjust the particle size of the MOX powder. The determination of accurate
particle size of the MOX fuel is a most important factor in estimation of
severity of facility accidents.

DOE notes that the dose from pit-handling activities at Pantex could be
reduced by 40% because the majority of pits are already in storage at
Pantex.

DOE needs to determine if the time schedules, reduced cost,
infrastructure and other advantages of using the 44-year-old
contaminated and aging F-canyon Bldg 221-F outweighs the new building
construction at SRS. It is also noted that use of Bidg. 221-F would result
in about 0.5 L.CF for a designed basis earthquake at SRS.

DOE needs to stress what is the meaning of site limit 10 mrem/year from
all facility sources. This is the annual effective dose equivalent to the MEI

48

49
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53
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54

MD322

MD322-49

The assumed leakpath factor of 1®°for operational HEPA filters is
achievable and conservative. However, this SPD EIS also analyzed a numk

Facility Accidents

of accidents that involve various degrees of containment failure, including

HEPA filter failures. Two of the most significant are the beyond-design-basi
seismic event and the beyond-design-basis fire. Details on these and ot}
scenarios are provided in Appendix K and the Facility Accident sections i

Chapter 4 of Volume I. None of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition

facilities are planning to use a sand filter, so credit has not been taken for th
in the accident analysis.

MD322-50 Alternatives

In Volume |, transportation impacts at SRS are summarized in Chapter 4 at
described in Appendix L. Infrastructure is also discussed in Chapter 4. A
indicated in Chapter 1 ofdlume I the existing infrastructure at SRS is one of

er

er

at

d

]

the reasons SRS was chosen as the preferred site for the proposed surplus

plutonium disposition facilities. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities
from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicld
emissions are expected.

MD322-51

Appendix E includes schedules for each of the three proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities and the lead assembly facility. This SPD EIS
is tiered from th&torage and Disposition PElgcause the latter evaluated
the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials at a programmatic leve
DOE committed in the ROD on ti&torage and Disposition PES do
follow-on, site-specific NEPA analyses to determine the exact locations fo
the disposition facilities. Th8torage and Disposition PE®nsidered a
broad range of technology options and candidate sites for the disposition
surplus plutonium, and the ROD narrowed the options to those evaluated
the SPD EIS.

Purpose and Need

The MOX approach includes the testing of up to 10 lead assemblies
However, the facilities where these assemblies would be built and testd
already exist and can be quickly modified to support the MOX approach

$BSUOASaP e SIUBWINIOQ JUSILOD

Utility acceptance has already been addressed with the award of a contra
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to DCS and the proposal to use the Catawba, McGuire, and North Ann
commercial reactors with partial MOX cores.

MD322-52 Facility Accidents

DOE agrees that accurate particle size of the MOX fuel is an important factg
in estimation of severity of facility accidents. The issue of MOX powder
particle size was considered in the course of analysis for this SPD EIS 4
documented in the memoranduRarticle Size of PupQGenerated by
HYDOX-Ga Removal Process and Impact on Usability of
DOE-HDBK-3010-94 ARF and RF Valuggersonal communication from

J. Mishima to J. Eichner, Science Applications International Corporation,
December 15, 1997). The conclusion was that the values in
DOE-HDBK-3010-94 were conservative and appropriate for use in the SPD EI{
analysis. This is discussed in Appendix K.1.5.1.

MD322-53 Human Health Risk

Decisions on the repackaging of pits at Pantex have been revisited since t|
SPD Draft EIS was published. Section 2.18 and Appendix L.5.1 were revise
to incorporate a modified transportation dose analysis. If the pit conversio
facility is located at Pantex, the dose associated with repackaging the pits f
shipment off the site could be avoided, thus eliminating approximately
10 person-rem/yr in worker exposure.

MD322-54 Human Health Risk

In the Human Health Risk portions of Section 4.32, the 10-mrem/yr limit is
described in detail. Itis stated that there is a 10-mrem/yr NESHAP dose lim
from total site airborne emissions, as required by the Clean Air Act regulation
and DOE Order 5400.5Radiation Protection of the Public and the
Environment
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Pg 2-99

Pg 2-102

Pg 3-142

Pg 3-152

Pg K-1

Pg K-1

Pg K-2

Pg K-5

It is most appropriate to use realistic model input parameters; conservative

at the site boundary. This places a limit on the lifetime risk for maximally
exposed individuals and average individuals in large population groups.

This is not one of DOE's best examples of commitment for removing spent
fuel from the utility storage by January 1998.

With the exception of sulfur dioxide in the ceramic can-in-canister process
ali criteria pollutant emissions associated with either can-in-canister
technology is within limits. if DOE determines that if scrubbers for the
sulfur dioxide are required in the conceptual design, it should be clearly
stated.

The radiation doses to workers from normal SRS operation in 1996 yields
a total effective dose equivalent of 19 mrem for the average radiation
worker from on-site releases and direct radiation. This same value of 19
mrem is shown for the Hanford workers in 1996; however, a lower
person-rem does of 237 for SRS vs 266 for Hanford.

It is noted that DOE must exhibit constant attention and vigilance to
reduce off-site liquid pathway radionuclide contamination. There is
widespread contamination on-site at SRS.

If the frequency of the initiating event is known, then the point estimate of
increased risk of LCF per year may be helpful in understanding individual
risk instead of population risk.

One type of risk, average individual risk is the product of the total
consequence (if known) experienced by the population and the accident
frequency, divided by the population.

It is noted that the MACCS2 accident model code is capable of calculating
individual consequences at the point of maximum consequences but it is
not configured to calculate individual risk at the point of maximum risk.

It is noted that the accident factors for source term (ie, MAR, DR, ARF, RF
and LPF) as indicated by DOE Handbook 3010-84 is questioned. DOE
needs to justify the use of these factors in realistic accident scenarios. If
the value of each of these factors depends on the details of the specific
accident scenario postulated, then that detail must be provided to
compare accident risk. Otherwise, the factors are judged to provide
source term reduction without justification.

parameters should be used only to the extent necessary to compensate
for uncertainties.

56

57

58
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MD322

MD322-55

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts pf
operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel. As described if
Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be produced Hy
using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial reactors. Spen
fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected to charlge
dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU
assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very small fractio
of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository].
Issues related to a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent nuclegr
fuel are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, but are being evaluated in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for thg
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucga
Mountain, Nye County, Neva(aOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999).

Waste Management

-

MD322-56 Air Quality and Noise

The sulfur dioxide emissions for the ceramic can-in-canister process are with|n
limits as shown in the immobilization sections of Appendix G
(e.g., Table G-9).

MD322-57 Human Health Risk

The reason for the difference in total number of person-rem between the tw
sites is due to the different number of workers at SRS and Hanford. Tota
workforce dose (in units of person-rem) is calculated by multiplying the
average worker dose by the number of workers at a given site. Thus, for SR
19 mrem multiplied by 12,500 workers yields 237 person-rem
(237,000 person-mrem). At Hanford, 19 mrem multiplied by 14,000 workerg
yields 266 person-rem (266,000 person-mrem).

MD322-58

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding contamination

SRS. Although beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, activities to remediat
existing contamination at SRS are ongoing. In addition, SRS maintains &
aggressive waste minimization and pollution prevention program as describe
in Section 3.5.2.7. Analyses presented in Section 4.26.4.2 indicate that thg

Water Resources
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would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality g
SRS from construction and normal operation of the proposed surplu
plutonium disposition facilities. If all the proposed facilities were located at
SRS, a very small incremental annual dose to the surrounding public fron
normal operations would result via radiological emission deposition on
agricultural products, fisheries, and water sources (i.e., the Savannah Rive
This dose (about 1.6 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0007 percent of the radiatig
dose that would be incurred annually from natural background radiation. |
has also been estimated that a small fraction of this dose (aboJ
0.10 person-rem/yr) would be specifically due to the consumption of aquati
biota (fish or crustaceans) and drinking water (i.e., from the Savannah Rive
from minute quantities of air deposition and/or from any potential wastewate
releases. This estimation is based on historical characteristics associat
with F-Area releases to Savannah River outfalls. Nevertheless, public dosq
incurred from the uptake of these sources were determined to be well belo
Federal, State, and local regulatory limits.

g snidins

winiuoj

MD322-59 Facility Accidents

Appendix K.1.1.2, Uncertainties and Conservatism, presents the rationale fg
preserving the consequences and frequency metrics as the primary accid gl
analysis results, as opposed to risk metrics. However, to assist the interesLﬂ
reader in using the results to calculate average individual risks, the discussig §
of risk measures was revised to include reference to population figureq=
which are needed for calculating average individual risk for those living
within 80 km (50 mi) of the site. As discussed in Appendix K.1.1.1, averagg
individual risk is sensitive to the choice of the population that is included in
the calculation, so care must be taken when interpreting such results.

Toedw [ejususiaanu g Teul{ Uonsodsig

MD322-60 Facility Accidents

DOE-HDBK-3010-94 Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilitiess the accepted standard for
determining ARF and RF values. The values specified in that handbook a
phenomenology dependent. Application of the values to a specific accident
scenario requires characterization of the phenomena associated with that
accident and matching of those phenomena with like phenomena in t
handbook. Where phenomena do not match exactly, scaling of values may
be needed to better characterize the accident. Chapter 7 of the handbgok
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contains application examples that can be reviewed to clarify the appropriaje
use of the values. The recommended values in the handbook are boundifg,
which adds an element of conservatism to any analysis in which they ale
used but they are also considered realistic for analysis in this SPD EIS. MAR,
DR, and LPF factors are developed purely in the context of the analyz
accidents and do not originate from DOE-HDBK-3010-94. Appendix K.1.5
provides information on the specific accident scenarios postulated. Furthér
details are provided in the referenced data reports which are available in the
public reading rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex,
SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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Pg K-12 For an aircraft crash scenario, the DOE Handhook 3010-84 recommends
values for debris impact in powder and recommends bounding ARF and
RF values of 1X10-2 and 0.2 respectively. However, DOE attempts to
justify use of a value of 3X10-2 for RF and a value of 1X10-2 for ARF
corresponding to a decreased sourca term of 104g for the MOX facility
and 18g for pit corversion facility accident.

61

Pg K-22 It is interesting to note that for an explosion in sintering furnace a
bounding ARF of 0.01 and RF of 1.0 is assumed and based on an LPF of
1x10-5 for two HEPA filters, a stack release of 5.6X10-4 g of Pu-238 (in
the form of MOX powder) is postulated.

62

MD322-61 Facility Accidents

While, from a risk standpoint, the use of an arithmetic average RF id
appropriate, the use of this method is inconsistent with the use of boundin
values from DOE-HDBK-3010-94 for other accidents. Appendix K.1.5was
revised to use a respirable fraction of 0.2 and an airborne release fractid
of 1.0x102for aircraft debris impact into plutonium dioxide powder.

MD322-62 Facility Accidents
DOE acknowledges the comment.
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'm Charles Walker and I am fortunate enough to represent the people of Burke and
Richmond Counties as Senate Majerity Leader of the Georgia State Senate. A good deal
of these people are touched by the Savannah River Site each day.

Now that the Cold War is over, the United States and the former Soviet Union have
agreed o dismantle their nuclear arsenals, The people at SRS and the CSRA contribuwted
to our Nation's nuclear deterrent efforts for over four decades aad now these same people
are prepared to take on the new, critical mission of plutonium disposition. In particular,
the Savannah River 8ite's unique bistory make it the logical chofce for the pit
disassembly and conversion mission.

Why would DOE consider another possible site for this mission? Well, perhaps another
facility has the experience that SRS has bad handling phitonium. However, DOE
acknowledged that SRS was uniquely qualified to handle plutoniun when it named SRS
as the site of cholce for Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication,

Perhaps anuthet facility can sccomplish the mission at a lower cost to taxpayers, Well,
DOE’s own ¢05t report that accompanied the draft EIS for Surplus Plutoniam Dispesition
acknowledged that locating the pit disassembly facility a1 SRS would save taxpayers at
least $60 million. However, the potentials savings could reach $715 million.

Welt, if SRS has the experience, infrastructure and can accomplish the pit disassembly
mission at a lower cost 10 taxpayers, perhaps it is a safety issuc. Well, how could that be
because we know that SRS has the best safety numbers of the entire DOE complex.

Perhaps as Frederico Pefia indicated on his visit to SRS and CSRA, community suppor? is
a major portion of the decision making process. 1 myself was part of 2 delegation that
met with the Secretary, both here and in Washington, te express the community’s support
of the plutvmum disposition mission at SRS. Other groups have met with DOE to state
the overwhelming support that SRS has in the community. In fact, we invite Secretary
Richardson to visit SRS and the CSRA to obtain a sense of this tremendous suppott.

1 believe that these hearings wil} provide overwhelming argurents as to why DOE will
decide that SRS is the preferred site for the Pit Disassembly Mission.

Thank you for this opportunity to express my comments.

SCD53-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the pit conversion facility
at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pi
conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with plutoniumn
processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missiong
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has bgen
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. Plii@nium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolutiof
Documen{DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses for alternatives associated with the preferred alternative, lis
available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the publig
reading rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, andl
Washington, D.C.

Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be basg
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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COMMITTEES:
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Insurance and Labor ’

Feupoamomant

CHARLES W, WALKER
Disrict 22

Post Ottce Box 1262
Augusia. Georgis 300031282

MAJORITY LEADER -3 RBulse
I
The State Henate
Atiarta, Georgla 20334
June 26, 1997

To the Department of Energy & concerned Cisdiiof the Central § fuRiver Arca:
1 sppregisne {h# opp ity to £ dds to fidate pl issions at the
Savannah River Sitfc.
The Savannah Rivey Site continues to piav o MefsGHl this commmnitv'and bas the oaly lasge-scale plutonium
processing fucilidy. intho cotntry. From s busted; ive. why would you spead the dollars to traspott
compasents o SREXEis only fogical tofkeball iuniun Madling operations at one site. Putthermore, the

Savannah River SitA hamaistained a gowd sty 1eehi Foc smore thin 40 years with the technica) experience and
expertise in handling plutonium.

The comamunly fully supports SRS for thredtigpiigil: as the lowest cost ive averall with the
least adverssenvironmental impact. You witl Srdigtithe Jeve], breadth and depth of support is found at no other

site in the complex.
1 suppoat thtid effort and arn commitiod 6o wol 1 to-do wimtsvor is withia sy power to assist in stabilizing
the workflitoe. and increase cmploynicnt. gep Wi thie Sevannah River Site

T ask you o serpustyTeview the request sod BstiSidite tmeatiotad t address you this evening. Thank you.

Sincerely,

~
Charles W. Walker
Senate Majority Leader

SCD104

SCD104-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the proposed surpl(
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensi
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existin
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on th
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extens
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existi]
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on tf

Alternatives

surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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HArRDEMAN, JAMES C., JRr.
Pace 10oF 5

| am pleased to have the opportunity to provide comments
to DOE on an issue of such global importance as the
disposition of weapons surplus plutonium. The following
statements represent my personal positions on the “Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact

Statement” (DOE/EIS-0203-D), and should in no way be
construed as being representative of the positions of my
employer or any organization that | represent in any official
capacity. All of the following comments should be
considered in the context of my personal belief that
consolidation of all aspects of the plutonium disposition
mission at a single site has decided cost, management,
environmental and safety advantages over other
alternatives.

As brought out by several commenters at public hearings on
this draft EIS, public support, or at least public acceptange,
of plutonium disposition missions will require the highest
level of public and worker safety and environmental
protection. The overall success of plutonium disposition
missions will require that vigorous environmental
management (including both on-site and off-site
environmental monitoring) and emergency preparedness
programs are conducted as integral and vital parts of the
mission, not as “overhead” functions as they seem to be
currently viewed by DOE. Independent participation in
these programs by agencies of affected state and local
jurisdictions is essential to their success, and DOE should
facilitate realistic participation in these programs through
new or existing Agreements in Principle (AIP’s) with
affected juristictions.
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WD023-1 Alternatives Y
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplu%
plutonium disposition facilities at one site. Decisions on the surplus g
plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyses|3
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation|S
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardingj§
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the [,
SPD EIS ROD. §'
WwD023-2 DOE Policy :5:'
DOE Order 151.XComprehensive Emergency Management Systetains E
requirements for emergency-related offsite interfaces addressing accide 1§_
conditions. This order states that Hazards Survey/Assessment results shoyifl

be used to generate a listing of all services which may be needed to respo
to postulated accident conditions. Examples of services which may be requirg
include hospitals, fire departments, law enforcement, accident investigatior|
analytical laboratory services, ambulance services, coroners, supplier
contractors, and others. Services needed should be checked against

capabilities of the identified interface organizations and agencies to ensul
all are addressed. An interface should be established with each entity fro
which support will be needed and appropriate agreements prepared. F
multiple-facility/sites, the contractor and operations/field office with site-wide

responsibility should provide centralized point of coordination. The

agreement should contain, at a minimum, the following information (1) the
specific service to be provided; (2) point of contact and information required
to initiate the service; (3) any constraints which might preclude the
organization from meeting its obligation; (4) public information release

protocols; (5) financial arrangements, including commitments by the facility/
site to provide training, equipment, and facilities to the entity providing the
service (considerations include indemnification for injury to persons or losq

and damage to property); and (6) periodic re-examination of the provision$

and a renewal or termination date.

If a facility/site is to provide support to an offsite agency under the good
neighbor policy or through mutual aid agreements, those support interfacq

should be documented. In addition, DOE radiological emergency responge
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Public perception of the risks related to the transportation of

plutonium between DOE facilities, and public acceptance
them, is critical to the success of the entire plutonium
disposition mission. The existence of knowledgeable
emergency response personnel at the state and local lev

armed with both the training and equipment which would he

required to respond to a transportation incident involving
plutonium is a critical component in obtaining this public
acceptance. State and local response personnel, howev

er, do

not have ready access to specialized equipment and training
required to make a radiological assessment of a transportation
accident involving weapons-grade plutonium. It is incumbent

on DOE to make such equipment and training available to
response personnel in jurisdictions through which plutoni
would be shipped under this EIS.

The EIS discusses in some detail both the postulated effects

of plutonium disposition facility accidents and accidents

during transportation of plutonium between DOE sites. The

information presented, however, is incomplete, and does
present a true picture of the potential severity of an accid
involving weapons grade plutonium. Some of the issues t
feel need to be addressed in the final EIS are:

1) The EIS does not present sufficient information regard
the short-term and long-term effects of the deposition of
plutonium either during a transportation accident or a facilj
accident. The EIS does mention that long-term effects of
plutonium deposition, including the resuspension and

not
ent
hat |

assets are available to support offsite officials in the event of a radiologic3
incident. Facilities/sites should coordinate with offsite officials to provide
information on the availability and capabilities of DOE radiological emergency

|—=

response assets. Facility/site plans should describe integrated support frgm

other offsite response organizations responding to emergencies. TH
organizations may include groups from outside the facility/site (emergency

planning zone) that respond under provisions of the Federal Radiological

Emergency Response Plan for radiological emergencies; the National Oil ar
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, also known as th
National Contingency Plan, for oil and nonradiological hazardous materig
emergencies; or the Federal Response Plan, if the situation is declared
emergency or major disaster by the President. If the county(ies) is declarg
a Presidential disaster area and the Federal Response Plan is activated, FE|
will establish a Disaster Field Office, from which Federal and State personng
will coordinate activities.

WD023-3

Appendix K.1.4.2 provides the rationale for focusing on the inhalation
pathway when calculating plutonium dose. This is the pathway of significanc
for estimating doses due to the postulated accidents analyzed in this SPD E
While these accidents would deposit plutonium on the ground, there woul
be ample opportunity to interdict any potential significant doses from
resuspension or through food or water pathways. The consequencH
therefore, would be mainly economic rather than health related. Th
transportation analysis deals with the risk of all accidents along a routs
rather than the consequences of a single accident at a specific locatig
Appendix L.8.4 presents a description of the uncertainties inherent in thi
approach. Appendix L.6.3 was revised to include a description of specifi
impacts of hypothetical accidents.

Facility Accidents

In general, economic costs can not be calculated with any reasonable deg
of accuracy. Because of this, as well as the very low probability of accident
of the magnitudes considered for purposes of analysis, the impacts d
natural-resource-related economies were regarded as beyond the scopd
analysis. Long-term effects of contamination following a facility or
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transportation accident were not analyzed in detail for this EIS because ttI\
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inhalation of plutonium and the ingestion of contaminated
crops are controllable through interdiction. In previous
discussions, DOE has indicated that it views the effects of
deposited radioactive materials as being more in the
“environmental” arena than the “emergency response” arena.
DOE should fully discuss the potential for ground
contamination resulting from facility or transportation
accidents, and discuss the short-term and long-term effects of
such contamination, including the need for interdiction of
lands and agricultural restrictions.

2) The EIS does not discuss the potential for facility J

incidents initiated by malevolent acts. The EIS does briefly
discuss malevolent acts related to transportation of
plutonium by Safe Secure Trailer (SST), and dismisses them

with the statement that “in no instance, even in severe cases
... could nuclear explosion or permanent contamination of{the
environment leading to condemnation of land occur.” | find 4

this view, particularly in today’s environment of global unrest,

to be particularly troubling. | strongly urge DOE to revisit
both the facility and transportation accident sections of the
EIS, and to specifically consider the effects of incidents
initiated by malevolent acts. If necessary, this analysis cpuld
be presented as a classified appendix to the final EIS and an
unclassified summary for publication.

risk would be much lower than that associated with inhalation. Moreover
guantitative analysis of low-level contamination would require significant

accident-, weather-, and site-specific analysis. In the unlikely event of am

accident, DOE would thoroughly investigate potentially affected areas an
determine the need for interdiction or other specific actions.

WD023-4 Facility Accidents

The possibility of malevolent acts is controlled through the DOE safeguardj
and security provisions that are associated with facility operations. Guidang
in Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessmen
and Environmental Impact Stateme(@OE Office of NEPA Oversight,

May 1993) states that impacts should be analyzed if they are reasonal
foreseeable. The definition of reasonably foreseeable requires that the analy
is supported by credible scientific evidence, is not based on pure conjectur|
and is within the rule of reason. Malevolent acts are considered conjectut
and were therefore excluded from analysis. Appendix L.6.5 was revised t
expand the qualitative description of the consequences of malevolent ag
during transportation.
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HArDEMAN , JAMES C., JR.
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3) The EIS does not discuss potential doses to emerger
personnel responding to either facility or transportation
accidents. Transportation accidents pose several challe
particularly since Transportation Safeguards Division (TSI
convoys no longer carry radiation detection equipment. |
the recently published report “Independent Oversight
Evaluation of Emergency Management across the DOE
Complex” (DOE Office of Environment, Safety and Health,
July 1998), the DOE Office of Oversight notes that it took
some 20 hours for a Radiation Assistance Program (RAP)
team to determine that there had been no radiological rele
from a 1996 SST accident in Valentine, Nebraska involving
nuclear weapons. As mentioned above, state and local
response personnel do not typically have ready access t
specialized equipment required for monitoring for weapon
grade plutonium, and the lack of a timely and credible
radiation monitoring capability may significantly hamper

response efforts, and may endanger response personnel.

4) The above-referenced report by the DOE Office of
Oversight noted several complex-wide generic “weakness
in DOE emergency preparedness, including event
classification and the determination of protective actions.
The report noted that “(t)he Savannah River Site (SRS)
emergency management program is fundamentally sound
includes the essential elements required by DOE orders.”

cy
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n

The report, however, does note that “the emergency

WDO023-5

The estimation of doses to emergency response personnel is not within the
scope of the SPD EIS analysis. Response personnel are trained, protected,
monitored for exposure, and restricted to specific dose limits. As discussgd
in Appendix K.1.4.1, calculation of specific doses to emergency responsp
personnel is subject to the same analytical difficulties as calculation of dosgs
to facility workers, so is not considered meaningful.

Facility Accidents

Transportation of special nuclear materials would use DOE’s SST/SGT
system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguargls
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned carg¢
including pits, over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents
causing a fatality or release of radioactive material. The shipment of nuclegr
material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial carriers would be the subjgct
of detailed transportation plans in which routes and specific processing
locations would be discussed. These plans are coordinated with State, tribpl,
and local officials. The shipment of waste would be in accordance with the
decisions reached on tli&nal Waste Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, angl
Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous WHStBE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997)
and thaVIPP Disposal Phase Final Supplemental (EISE/EIS-0026-S-2,
September 1997). The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subj
of detailed planning with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division. Thej
dates and times that specific transportation routes would be used for speg
nuclear materials are classified information; however, the number of shipmen
that would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS
Additional details are provided Fissile Materials Disposition Program
SST/SGT Transportation Estimat@AND98-8244, June 1998), which is
available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

1%

BI610852—SasuctigBA puUe SIuBWINIof Bawgo)

For emergency response planning, all shipments are coordinated wi
appropriate law enforcement and public safety agencies. If requested, D
would assist these officials with response plans, and, if necessary, wi
resources in accordance with DOE Order 553agliological Assistance
Program DOE has developed and implemented a Radiological Assistanc
Program to provide assistance in all types of radiological accidents. Throu
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&
this coordination and liaison program DOE offers in-depth briefing at the| 4
State level. These activities would ensure that State and local officials arfs
prepared for the initial response and that specialized equipment commensura%
operations center lacks an effective process and mechanisms with the potential severity of the accident would be available. Inthe event o '§
to perform timely and accurate assessments of emergengy an accident, if requested by a State, tribal, or local agency, DOE would ser|¢y
event consequences”, and recommends that SRS “ (i)mprove a radiological monitoring assistance team from the closest of eight DOE%'
the consequence assessment process to ensure that spurce regional offices located across the country. S
term estimation, dispersion modeling, consequence §*3
assessment, and formulation of protective actions can be WD023-6 Facility Accidents ?n
completed in a timely manner”. The report further It is not within the scope of this SPD EIS to address independent reviews ¢
recommends that SRS “(p)rovide additional policy, guidance, site-specific programmatic areas such as emergency preparedness. Tl
and training to improve prompt and conservative existence of recommendations to improve what has been judged to be|&
classification decision-making by responsible emergency “fundamentally sound” emergency management program at SRS does npg’
response organization personnel.” The report did not invalidate the analyses performed for this EIS. 3
discuss emergency management capabilities at Pantex. . . ®
As part of the development of a transportation plan, details of emergenclg
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this preparedness, security, and coordination of DOE with local emergency—
draft EIS. response authorities would be addressed before any hazardous material w%
shipped. Any additional training or equipment needed would be provided asﬁ
James C. Hardeman, Jr. part of the planning process. In addition to direct Federal assistance to Stajep
431 Meadowfield Trail tribal, and local governments for maintaining emergency response program%
Lawrenceville, GA 30043 there are national emergency response plans under which DOE provid¢S
hardeman@mindspring.com radiological monitoring and assessment assistance. Under these plans, D(),%
provides technical advice and assistance to the State, tribal, and local agencjes

who might be involved in responding to a radiological incident.
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This comment is being submitted by J., the initial J, Larry
Harrison, 4175 Quinn Court, in Evans, Georgia 30809, work
phone area code 803-208-7182. I'm commenting on the
Surplus Plutonium Disposition, in particular, the pit
disassembly and conversion process. Before | transferre
the Savannah River Site in 1992, | was involved with procg
development optimization for a production of commercial
nuclear fuel for over 20 years. And despite all of the politi
pressures at work in determining the location of the pit
disassembly and conversion facility, the final decision
should be made on the basis of which location will provide
the safest most efficient operation of all facilities involved
the disposition effort. | ‘d like to provide some input base
on my commercial nuclear fuel fabrication experience.
Though this, this experience was with uranium oxide pelle
the only type utilized in U.S. commercial reactors for powe
generation. ltis still pertinent to mixed oxide (MOX) fuel
pellets made from a blend of primarily uranioxide with
some plutonium oxide. | have worked for two different fuel
fabricators, one where the conversion to uranium oxide
powder was performed within the same facility as the fuel
fabrication and another where the conversion process wé
located several hundred miles away from the fuel fabricati
plant. The problems observed with the latter situation bri
to mind some factors which need to be considered when

d to
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selecting a site for the conversion facility. The manufactuFe

of nuclear fuel is very difficult and an exacting process. T

e

PD058-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting both the pif
conversion and MOX facilities at SRS. DOE appreciates the commentd
sharing technical reasons for collocating the pit conversion and MOX
facilities, based on many years of working in fuel fabrication. As indicated in
the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities becau
the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these faciliti
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructur
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be basg
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

Alternatives

vIb1089—Ssasuodsay pue SjuawWNI0d Juswuwo)d
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final acceptance or rejection of fuel may hinge on the part
side of distribution of the starting powder, parts per million]
of impurities, the impurity of the atmosphere gas in the
furnace used to thermally treat the pellets, or a few ten
thousandths of an inch in the pellet diameters after grindg
to name just a few variables. Properties of oxide powder
have a significant impact on the process fuel in fabricatin
pellets. Itis difficult to write specifications for the powder
to cover allvariables which can impact the pelleting proce
and ultimately the acceptability of the fuel. Itis a
combination of the powder properties and variables and
pelleting process which determine the final pellet
characteristics. With MOX fuel the powder properties are
particularly important as the blend of uranium and plutonid
oxides must be extremely uniform. Itis also difficult to
perform testing in a lab scale equipment and reliably pred
the outcome when the same material is processed throug
production line because of many variables which influenc
final pellet characteristics. Location of the conversion
facility in close proximity to the MOX fabrication plant
would provide the opportunity for testing of material when
needed. A hypothetical situation might be a batch of
plutonium oxide powder which is barely out of specificatio
If a sample can be run through the nearby MOX facility an
is determined acceptable pellets can be made, the cost o

cle
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scraping and remaking powder can be avoided. This
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potential would not exist if the conversion and MOX plant$
are hundreds of miles apart. Due to the safety and security
concerns associated with transporting plutonium, it would
not be practical to build a MOX production line at the
conversion facility solely for testing purposes. Due to the|
difficulty in detecting subtle changes in plutonium oxide
powder properties, the problem may not be detected until the
material is processed in the MOX facility. If the conversion
facility site is distant from the MOX plant there will probably
be more material in the “pipeline” with the same problem than
if, if operations were adjacent to each other, again, due to|the
problems associated with transporting plutonium. DOE
should carefully consider what capabilities are needed for|
purification, if any, to make acceptable plutonium oxide 1
powder for fabricating commercial nuclear fuel and whether
that processing is performed at the conversion or MOX
facility or both. Also the capability to recycle and purify
MOX scrap must be addressed. There are advantages in
locating the purification capabilities at the conversion facil|ty,
and, if aqueous versus dry purification is deemed necessary,
SRS is the obvious choice for conversion due to the existing
capability to handle associated waste streams, while Pantex
has none. Other considerations in selecting the pit
disassembly and conversion site is analyzing the risks and
costs associated with transporting plutonium in a form of pits
to SRS, if the facility is located there versus transporting
plutonium oxide from Pantex to SRS if the facility is at Pantex.

vIb1089—Ssasuodsay pue SjuawWNI0d Juswuwo)d
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Also even though there is a lot of experience with
fabrication of MOX fuel outside the U.S., the plutonium
oxide source was the recycle process versus weapons
material. This difference will almost assuredly have some
impact on MOX fuel fabrication require additional process
development. This is another reason for co-locating the
conversion and the MOX fuel fabrication facilities. Given
that SRS is the site of choice for the MOX facility, above
reasons and others clearly show that the pit disassembly
and conversion should be located there also. | will subm

written copy of this by mail. Thank you very much. Bye.

Juawa)els 1oeduw) [eluswucliAug feuld uonisodsiq wnuoinid sniding




68T—¢€
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HYDE PARK AND ARAGON PARK
IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE, INC.
2024 Goiden Rod Street
Augusta, Georgia 30901

August 13, 1998

Department of Energy Public Hearing
North Auvgusta, South Carolina

The Hyde Park, Aragon Park and Virginia Subdivision communities consist
of approximately 1,500 to 2,000 residents. We are in favor that Surplus
Plutonium Disposition be awarded to the SRS site with the following request: 1

-That jobs be given to qualified persons living in the CSRA (Ceniral
Savannnah River Area) first before importing workers form outside the area.

-That DOE put in place safe-guards against political savotage, for exampie;
that budget restraints don’t leave the area with undesirable contamination.
That political parties Democrats/Republican don’t abandoned the project for 2
party sake. That the Department of Energy keep this process in place until all
phases of the process is completed to include clean-up.

-That SRS/DOE continue to ¢onsider the highest/safest method of
transporting material through communities, be at it’s highest quality at all 3
times. This is to assure that the communities that the route will be taken will
be the most excluded route to avoid contact with communities.

-That workers safety will never be abandoned for the sake of the production.
That workers safety continue to a number one priority for DOE/SRS as it has 4
been in the past.

-That DOE/SRS remove the finish product in a reasonable time frame and 5
that SRS never becomes a permanent storage place.

Sincerely,

arles N. ﬂg
President

SCD11-1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. The proposed facilities would be
built and operated based on a competitive contract award. DOE would def
to the winning contractors to hire and train the people needed to build an
operate the proposed facilities. As such, DOE cannot mandate that all th
positions be filled by people living within the Central Savannah River Area
but it is likely that many of the positions would be filled by local hires.

SCD11-2 DOE Policy
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that the surplus plutoniurn

D
=

e

disposition program has the support necessary to reach completion. T
U.S. Congress will continue to appropriate the funds necessary to honor t
agreements made by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin regarding mutual reducti
of plutonium stockpiles. When the missions have been completed and th
surplus plutonium disposition facilities are no longer needed, deactivatio
and stabilization would be performed. As discussed in Section 4.31, featur
are being incorporated into the designs that would allow future deactivatio
and stabilization activities to be performed more quickly and easily to reduc
the risk of radiological exposure; reduce the costs associated with long-ter,
maintenance; and prepare the buildings for potential future use. DOE wi
evaluate options for D&D or reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of th
surplus plutonium disposition program. At that time, DOE will perform
engineering evaluations, environmental studies, and further NEPA review t|
assess the consequences of different courses of action.

SCD11-3 Tansportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’'s concern about transportation. A
described in Appendix L.3.3, transportation of nuclear materials would bd
performed in accordance with all applicable DOT and NRC transportation
requirements. Interstate highways would be used, and population centg
avoided, to the extent possible.

The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of detaile

J5U0d$HY pue SjuaWNIOCT JUSUILIO)

planning with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates anx

times that specific transportation routes would be used for special nucle
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materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments thg
would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additiong
details are provided iRissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT
Transportation Estimatio(BAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on
the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

Transportation of special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would
use DOE’s SST/SGT system. Since the establishment of the DOl
Transportation Safeguards Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system ha
transported DOE-owned cargo over more than 151 million km (94 million mi)
with no accidents causing a fatality or release of radioactive material. A
indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.

SCD11-4 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding worker safety g
SRS. The health and safety of both workers and the public is a priority of th
surplus plutonium disposition program. DOE would comply with all pertinent
Federal, State, and local laws and regulations and would meet all requirg
standards. Chapter 5 summarizes the pertinent environmental regulatiof
and permits required by the surplus plutonium disposition program.

leflawuonAug eul4 uonisodsiqg wniuoinig snjding
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SCD11-5 DOE Policy

It is not DOE’s intention to make SRS a permanent storage site for surplu
plutonium disposition material. MOX fuel would be transported to commercial
reactors to be used. The resulting spent fuel would be temporarily stored
the reactor sites until it is sent to a potential geologic repository for permaner
disposal. Immobilized plutonium would be temporarily stored at SRS until it
is sent to a potential geologic repository for permanent disposal as and whéen
the repository becomes operational. For purposes of this SPD EIS, DOE h@s
prepared a separate HBaft Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic
Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level
Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevadd
(DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventugl
closure of a potential geologic repository.
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SCD64-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the value of public awarene
in connection with the surplus plutonium disposition program. DOE use(
several means to solicit comments on the surplus plutonium dispositig
program from the public; State, local, and tribal officials; special interes
groups; and other interested parties. These include mail, a toll-free telepho|
and fax line, and the MD Web site. In addition, DOE has conducted publi
hearings in excess of the minimum required by NEPA regulations on th
weapons-usable fissile materials disposition program and discussed materi
disposition in many other public forums. Moreover, MD has produced fac
sheets, videos, reports, and other information on issues related to surp
fissile materials disposition to enable the public to participate in
meaningful way.
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I NTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS
T. S. YARBROUGH
Pace 1oF 1

JInternatfional Beotherhnair of Hlertrienl Worhers

LOCAL UNION 1579
1250 REYNOLDS STREET

AUGUSTA, GEORGIA 30501
Phone: (706) 722-6367 « Fax: (706) 724-9792

=

August 1-1, 1998
MOX & FIT DISASSEMBLY & CONVERSION PROJECTS

¢ The Augusta Building & Construction Trades Council is a major stakeholder of SRS. Our construction
workers are the true cold war warriors.

s I[want to voice the Building Trades unequivocal support for SRS to be the DOE’s choice as the site for
plutonium disposition. Our craftsmen not only have built nuclear and chemical operating facilities but
they also have performed millions of hours of work under rediclogical conditions. They understand
the strict discipline it requires to safely perform under these conditions.

s Speaking of safety, we in the South have good manners and we will not talk badly about another DOE
site. However, | de want to let you know what our construction crafls have achieved in an extremely
hazardous industry. Working with our contractors, our goal is “Zero Accidents’. This mems we
view “no injuty” to be acceptable. Since 1989 we have achieved the following records:

1,000,000 million SAFE hours =29 times
2,000,000 million SAFE hours = 9 times
2,500,000 million SAFE hours = 4 times
5,000,000 million SAFE hours = 1time

mwpe

s  SAFE Hours means we did not expericnce any lost workday cases, It means our members came home
to their families every evening the same way they left for work in the moming — with ail of their
fingers, with both hands, with both arms, with both legs and with a smile on their face because they
know that SAFETY is important at the Savannah River Site!

Working with Bechtel, we established the S, A, F, E. — T process {Self-Awareness for Employees Team) .
Our cratt stewards and workers designed a NO NAME — NO BLAME process that heightens worker
awateness of safe and at-risk practices. We bave Craft Workers observing work activities and provide
feedback to reinforce positive or safe actions, and to help bring attentien 10 at-risk work practices through
discussion with the worker at the conclusion of the observation. We encourage comments to identify
strengths and weaknesses in our safety effort.

I ¢challenge you 10 find a better construction safety envi in the DOE

P

¢ [don’t want to take all of your time, so let me just suminarize by saying that both MOX and the PIT
DISASSEMBLY projects should be located here, The Building Trades and the entire community of
the CSRA have supported SRS since the first shovel of dirt. We have the skilled workforce to
SAFELY build and operate these facilities.

All we need is y'all to make a quick decision and let’s go to work!

Thank you,

A flarkoough
T. S. Yarbrough,
Business Manager & Financial Secretary

SCD10-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensi
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existin
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on th
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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KING, JoAN
Pace 1oF 1

My name is Joan King. I'm living in White County, North
Georgia. | followed nuclear issues for some time and have
attended numerous DOE hearings. I'm familiar with the

disposition problem. I've been down to Savannah, down to

Augusta when they were discussed and | am opposed to
using MOX fuel. I think this is a very slippery path that wil
lead to many many more problems in the future. | know we
have to dispose of this stuff. | think we have the ability to

glassify it to do a number of things. | know the government
promises a once through process but there is no way they

can control this in the future. We don’t have the
institutional consistency to be able to assure people that
this will take place.

We need to immobilize this in glass and get it underground.

We do not need to promote the nuclear industry by giving
them another form of fuel. That if heading toward a
plutonium economy which will be disastrous for the rest of
the world and for future generations. My number is area
code 706-878-3459. | appreciate this and | am going to try
follow it up with a fax to restate these so you will have a
hard copy for the record. Thank you very much. Bye.

1

2

PD001-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach t(
surplus plutonium disposition. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potentig
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybrig
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excesy
plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to th
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium ag
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult tg
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

D

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemigal
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fissiof
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to natio
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. To this end, surp
plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the MOX facility would
be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions: construction
would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by thd
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

uawwIo® g

PD001-2 Alternatives

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order t
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of th
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium b
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutoniu
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger g
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercia|
power reactors.
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KinG, JoaN O.
Pace 1oF 1

ATTENTION: DOE, Department of Storage and Disposition of Fissile Materials

This fax is a fallow-up to a comment made by phane from Joan O. King made taday,
July 22, 1998

I have followed nuclear Issues for many years and have attended DOE hearings of the
Storage and Disposition of surplus fissile material. | am opposed to the use of
plutonium as reactor fuel__the MOX option.

We have adequate methods for immokilizing fissile material taken from dismantled
nuclear weapons. We had adequate sources of uranium for new fuel. We do not need
to do anything that would promote a “plutonium economy” or encourage reprocessing
by any nation Inciuding eur own.

I have heard the arguments in favor of burning plutonium in U.S. reactars and the
governrent’s promise of a "once through” process. These are good intentions, but
there Is no way the present government can contral what is done in the future. History
has proved the Iragliity of promises Jike this.

DO NO'T PROMOTE ANY PROGRAM THAT USES PLUTONIUM AS FUEL.
Joan 0. King

304 Manor Drive
Sautee, GA 30571

{706) 878-3459

FDO01-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach td
surplus plutonium disposition. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potenti
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybri
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in workin
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excesg
plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to th
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium ag
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Alternatives

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from sper
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemig
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fissior
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uraniu
to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent wit
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which wag
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to natio
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. To this end, surp
plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the MOX facility would
be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions: construction
would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by thg
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

FD001-2 DOE Policy

For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation
would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.
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L ower SavanNAaH CounciL oF GOVERNMENTS
HoNorABLE W. H. BURKHALTER ET AL.
Pace 1oF 1

G6T-€

RESCLUTION
SUPPORTING THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE’S MAJOR PLUTONIUM MISSIONS

WHEREAS, the handling and disposition of excess weapons piutoniwm. is of
grave concern to the national security of the United States; and

WHEREAS, phutonium disposition represents one of the most certain future
missions of the DOE for the next 20 to 30 years; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy has decided to pursue a dual path for
pluronitm disposition and has named the Savannah River Site as a candidate site for both
options; and

WHEREAS, the Savannah River Site has produced approximately 40 percent of
all U.S. weapons grade phttonitan over the last 45 years and has safely handled plutonizm
in glovebox processing equtpment with no adverse impact on the workers, the public or the
environment; and

WHEREAS, the Departrrent of Energy in its Record of Decision recognizes the
Savannah River Site as "a plutonitm competent site with the most modern, state-of-the-art
storage and processing factlities...with the only remaining lnrge-scale chemical separation and
processing capability in the DOE complex"; and

WHEREAS, the Lower Savannah Region strongly supports continued
plutonivm missiors for the Departmeni of Energy’s Savannah River Site;

NOW BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Lower Savannah Council of Governments
strongly endorse major plutonium missions for the Savannah River Site and urges the
Depariment of Energy to designate the Savannah River Site as ifs lead facility in plutonitm
management and disposition.

APPROVED THIS 13th DAY OF MARCH 1997, BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF THE LOWER SAVANNAH COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS.

H Al 5

Chairman
Lower Savennah Council of Governments

Execative Director
Lower Savannah Coancil af Governments

SCD87%1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extens
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existin]
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on th

surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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LoweRrR SavanNAH CounciL oF GOVERNMENTS
HoNoRraABLE S. J. FOBINSON ET AL.
Pace 1oF 1

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE’S
MAJOR PLUTONIUM MISSIONS

WHEREAS, the handling and disposition of excess weapons plutonium is of grave
concern to the national security of the United States; and

WHEREAS, plutonium disposition represents one of the most certain future missions of
the DOE for the next 20 to 30 years; and

WHEREAS, the Savannah River Site has produced approximately 40 percent of all U.S.
weapons grade plutonium over the last 45 years and has safely handled plutonium in glovebox
processing equipment with no adverse impact on the workers, the public or the environment; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy has expressed its confidence in the Savannah
River Site by designating SRS as the preferred location for MOX fuel fabrication and
immobilization; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy in its Record of Decision recognizes the Savannah
River Site as 2 “plutonium competent site with the most modern, state-of-the-art storage and
processing facilities...with the only remaining large complex”; and

WHEREAS, the Lower Savannah River Region strongly supports continued plutenium
missions for the Department of Energy’s Savannah River Site, including pit disassembly and
conversion.

NOW BE I'T RESOLVED THAT the Lower Savannah Council of Governments strongly
endorses major plutonium missions for the Savannah River Site and urges the Department of
Energy to designate the Savannah River Site as its preferred facility for plutonium pit disassembly
and conversion.

APPROVED THIS 10™ DAY OF AUGUST 1998, BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
THE LOWER SAVANNAH COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS.

ExecutiVe Director, Lower Saydnnah Council of Governments

SCD07*1

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for the pit conversion facility]
at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the
conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with plutoniu
processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surply
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio

Alternatives

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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LowRry, GREG
Pace 1oF 1

United States

4 Department Comment Form
of Energy

NAME: (Optional) (ect- Lo WA

ADDRESS: _ 2717 RICHARDS Ropd ACUSTA, (A, 3090k
TELEPHONE: (706) 796 1942

E-MAIL:

~ DOE  SueulP LoCATE AL oF THE PLUTONI{UM
MISSIONS AT SAVANNAH ICNER SITE . 1M CLUDING
THE  PVYT DISASSEMBIN OpERATIONS .

— SRS HAS _THE pEORPIE WITH THE  BACK GROUND
NEEDED ‘Fop THESE' PROJECTS . JommuniTy
SUPPORT , AND AN UN'PARALLELED SAFETY
PEAOLD, ' ’

— {nCATING= AL THE  pLUTONIUM  DISPOSITION
ACTIITIES AT SRS 1oowld BE  gpsT

£FFECT IVE .

SCD55-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplys
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existirg
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cogts
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same timelas
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatgd
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisiong
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based of
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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Lowry, Nancy J.
Pace 1or 1

4 United States
g Department
of Energy

Comment Form

AlGinea I Lou‘uu\

ADDRESS: __ S 1a R chands Rogd, Ausssta. GA Hoq00
TELEPHONE: (‘7¢6:) _ 794 - i94 3. °

E-MAIL:

NAME: (Optional)

TSRS M’\L %_. tu/umnlf Lo e

Gddraniiin o 0l oA a4 MLL ¥ iervpraim o SRS m/ o Aeedad
it con fho ety o G ey Kum/;u/
wig b m.,lg L/nu”vnz ree Ao nuz :w(.%

veedeid do didedy tendued M

o ook
/ S e ) Y
4

Croqding aon,

‘ﬂé«_ i

SRS lnﬂd o el rndnidfid g

~‘er‘Li‘r(j‘ ,;L»,w‘f [é 7');M)Lf“;<
7 7
}Jw(\‘llw\-w 5"'\&1\ Tlt(lh_ .

L( s hits sgiver fv paresbudals apl e duuélmw«u 1’14,0411/ Lo,
et thM/ af SRS, ke L/»ﬂo@«ﬁt; (18 ﬂ]/}« Fgre iﬁ(&/
tweordd e 74 Floo pld sleogadim b sapaton i locatd gt
Pasdiy . L g Lot hist ‘,’J.zu% fhhecd e, Qg L

B «;-‘vu(fﬂ‘/u/‘kc‘w poih  fevdiiiend pragdess gt :&/ s ey
Lrlapsnd b Lty l‘« Lreaty, £ dos ,(,/lw/“’ﬂ/dh i Gt 24050 ,L/
7 7

ppiatiensy G4 /75

SCD56-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversior
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fo
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience wif
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based or
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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MiLToN, LARRY
Pace 1or 1

[ United States
Department
of Energy

Comment Form

NAME: (Optional) Lovey il

ADDRESS: __ 292 tipe’  Br  hgurh &4  2o9e?
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SCD9%4-1

Use of the F-Canyon at SRS to convert plutonium for use in either th
immobilization or MOX facilities would require reconfiguring the canyon and

keeping it in operation for another 10 years or more. DOE has already mag
a commitment to the public, the U.S. Congress, and DNFSB to shut th
canyon down. DOE presented the SRS Chemical Separation Facilitig
Multi-Year Plan to Congress in 1997. This plan provides the DOE strateg
for the expeditious stabilization of SRS nuclear materials in accordance wit
DNFSB Recommendation 94-1, and provides for the early stabilization o
certain limited quantities of plutonium materials from RFETS. Once this
stabilization effort is complete, the canyon would be shut down and D&D
activities would begin.

Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

The Storage and Disposition PEI&valuated a homogenous ceramic

immobilization facility that used an aqueous plutonium conversion process

similar to that used in the SRS canyons. As shown in Section 4.29 of th
SPD EIS, this process would require much larger quantities of water an
other resources, and generate significantly more waste (between 2 a
191 times more depending on the waste category [see Table 4—224]) than {
proposed processes included in this EIS. Based on this information, th
aqueous plutonium conversion process was not considered to be reasong
and was eliminated from further study in this EIS.
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement
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NoaH, CHRISTOPHER
Pace 20F 4

SCD31-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutoniunp
disposition program at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS|s
preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experierjce
impagts. with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing mission
and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplys
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmenta|
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input.

I wrote a comprehensive report on the future of SRS, including new missions and environmental

vl

Finally, my education includes a masters degree in environmental affairs and a doctorate in

=)

environmental policy.

Land Use Qualities of SRS

From a land use perspective SRS is ideal. One of its most important land use attributes is its
size. Itis 310 square miles - Compared to this project’s competitor’s 25 square miles. From a
land use perspective, this is significant. The size of the site ensures safety, security and enhances
project diversity. Also, SRS possesses a complete suite of infrastructure for large scale projects,
including: a recently upgraded water system (and access to additional water if needed through
the intakes from the Savannah River), a state of the art communications system, newly
constructed bridges, more than adequate electricity, upgraded roads, and a state of the art

weather center, to name a few.

In 1996, I completed a large study of SRS — examining the potential future uses of SRS in light
of the potential downsizing associated with the ending of the Cold War. For the report, I used
SRS as a model. My conclusion from the 3-year study was that SRS was the perfect site to use

as an example of how multiple, major industrial projects could co-exist. Complementing one

another, thus saving money.
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement
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NSC Discovery CENTER, INC
PHyLLis H. HENDRY
Pace 1oF 1

Tha Nalicnal Science Canet

A publicprivias pariessip i
v Unied Ses Aoy

My name is Phyllis Hendry and I am President of the National Science Center’s
Fort Discovery in Augusta, Georgia. As a citizen of this community, I am writing
this letter to support the Savannah River Site (SRS) and its effort to obtain the
third element of the DOE plutonium dispositien mission - pit disassembly and
conversion.

The Savannah River Site has a proven history in the handling of plutonium. Since
SRS has been assigned as the Site of the Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication and
immobilization missions, it only makes sense that the plutonium disposition
mission, including pit disassembly and conversion, be located in the same place.
The Pantex facility in Texas that is also being considered for the phitonium
mission has never processed plutonium; therefore, there is no plutonium handling
infrastructure in place. As a taxpayer, | understand that locating the plutonium
migsion at SRS can save taxpayers at least $1.6 billion based on avoided costs of
new structures and equipment that would be required at other DOE sites.

On a recent trip to Washington with the Metro Augusta and Aiken Chambers of

Commerce and three other area Chambers, we visited with Frederico Pena and he

indicated that community support would play a major part in the decision-making &
process. Several groups from our two-state area have met with the Secretary to Sﬁu ally
express overwhelming support that the Savannah River Site has in this b

community. The Savannah River Site has a proven record that makes it the

i i i issi The Natioral Sxience Genter's
logical choice for the plutonium mission. e
1 appreciate the opportunity to support the Savannah River Site. e e o
Tel. 706.821.0200 or 300.325 5445
Sincerely, Fax 706.621.0088
M W www.nscdiscovery.org
Phyllis Hennecy Hendry
President

NSC Discovery Center, Inc.

SCD04-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversior
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fo
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience wif
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based or
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SEWARD, BLAKE
Pace 1oF 1

August 13, 1598

Dear Mr. Nulton
US Department of Energy
Materials Disposition

It has been noted that the concern for severity and frequency of aircraft incidents
decreases in the series of EIS documents published by DOE-MD compared to
certain earlier studies including the PANTEX EIS. 1t is noteworthy that LANL
studies on the same issue for DOE-DP and others are highly concerned with this
issue and in particular with respect to Zone 12 and Zone 4. Zone 4 is where you
plan to place the PDCF facility. Zone 12 or Zone 4 is not material since the entire
PANTEX site is only 16,000 acres or roughly 5 by 5 miles.

In further support of this puzzling situation, the DNFSB in it's weekly reports has on
several accasions highlighted the fact that even DOE and M&H do not fly
radiological over-flights of these two zones for fear of the consequences of a
helicopter crash. Now their concern is based upon the storage of metal pit parts
and HE explosives. They have never had to consider the consequences of
piutonium powder processing.

It is well known that the Amarilio area air facilities net only routineiy service large
commercial aviation aircraft - flights, storage depot, etc.; but, they also service a
significant contingent of air force B-1s and tankers.

What has been the basis for your analysis? Does DOE intend to follow the US NRC
protacel (NUREG — 0800)? The NUREG - 0800 protocol is the standard official US
criteria for nuclear facilities and has been a cornerstone of nuclear regulation for
years. |f you have deviated from this protacal, pleass explain the rationale
especially in light of the DOE thrust to become NRC regulated and to meet the
same criteria.

I submit this letter to you with NUREG - 0800 attached to help in simplifying the
process of future conformance to NRG regulations and in the hope of avoiding a
major dispersal of PuQ, over the landscape of a major food processing area of the
2L Sk

ﬁke Seward
Evans, Georgia

Attachment: NUREG-0800 {US Nuclear Regulatory Commission Standard Review
Plan, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regufation.)

SCD02-1 Facility Accidents

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding aircraft accident.
Decreases in aircraft crash frequency in this SPD EIS relative to othg
documents such as tteénal Environmental Impact Statement for the
Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated Storage with
Nuclear Weapon Compone(@¥OE/EIS-0225, November 1996) are largely

due to the smaller effective target area of the pit conversion and MOX facilitie,
as compared with the entirety of Zone 4 or Zone 12. The possibility of
plutonium powder processing is indeed new at Pantex, and this EIS addresges
this concern in the accident analysis primarily in the higher fraction of materig
that becomes airborne as a result of the hypothesized accidents. The resul§ng
potential impacts will be considered in the decisionmaking process.

=

)

SCD02-2 Facility Accidents

The primary basis for the accident analysiRecommendations for the
Preparation of Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impagt
StatementéDOE Office of NEPA Oversight, May 1993). The methodology
is based on that outlinedmneparation Guide for U.S. Department of Energy
Nonreactor Nuclear Facility Safety Analysis Reports
(DOE-STD-3009-94, 1994). In accordance with that standard, radiologicg
releases were analyzed in terms of the specific release phenomenology
documented iAirborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable Fractions
for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilitie@© OE-HDBK-3010-94, October 1994).
Standard Review Plan for the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for Nucle
Power Plants(NUREG-0800, July 1981), is not directly applicable to
nonreactor facilities.
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SHERER, CAMERON
Pace 1oF 1

United States

§ Department Comment Form
of Energy
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SCD66-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutoniumn
disposition program at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS
preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experien
with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing mission
and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplu
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio
considerations, and public input.
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SUN TRuUsST BANK
BiLL THomPsoON
Pace 1oF 1
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Bili Thompsor, President and CEO
Sun Trust Bank, Augusta

As 2 member of the business community in this area, I would like to welcome our visitors
from the Departroent of Energy Headquarters to SRS country.

We are extremely proud of SRS, its contribution to our National Security, its histery of
unmaiched safety and production performance, and the many cmployees who have worked
there and those who work there today. This pride and support extends throughout this
area and joins our two states in common interest and objectives.

The Plutonium Disposition Program is important to our Narion and to the world. DOE
should be commended for its leadeship and progress on tis program. SRS and this
comrunity support this program and stands ready to accept full responsibility for its
successful completion. We are proud that SRS has been selected as the preferred site for
the Mixed Oxide Fucl and Immobilization missions of this program. We now focus our
attcition 10 the third missicn of the program, Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion.

Many cof us do not understand the finite techaical details of plutonium and other nuclear
materials. But, we do undersiand concepts of infrastrocture, experience, expertise, and
demonstrawdd performance in safety amd environmental protection. We also understand
that 10 duplicate at Pantex what already exists to support this mission at SRS will cost
hundreds of millions of dollars. This unto f1self is enough to declare that SRS is preferrad
over Pantex,

As a taxpayer, it makes clear sense to e to consolidate all of the missions for Plutonium
Disposition at SRS. I encournge DOE not to overlook the hundreds of millions of dollars

oLt

3 yand Conversion.

Consolidation at SRS is the right thing 1o do for cur Naton, this community and the
taxpayers.

Thanks you for this oppertunity to provide coruments on this extremely important
program,

SCD20-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplys
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. Further, DOE appreciates the suppoft
it has received from the local communities surrounding the candidate sitds
for the proposed facilities. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is
preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experierjce
with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing missiong
and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cogts
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same timelas
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatgd
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. DecisionsQ
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based om§
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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WiLcox , RoBerT H.
Pace 10F 2

711 Pevero Abbey Circle
Martinez, GA 30907

E-Mzil: RBTHWILCOC@aol.com
September 11, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Waghington, DC20026-3786

This s in reply to your request for comments on the "Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft
Environmental Impact Statement,” dated July 1998.

I have reviewed this document and essentially have no comments, other than to rephrase
and reiterate some which I provided before the document was prepared, in my letter to
Mr. Bert Stevenson on July 6, 1997

1. The EIS process, as currently practiced by DOE, remains unduly expensive and time
consuming. In my opinion, it goes far beyond the intent of Congress when it enacted the
original NEPA.

2. DOE's decision in this matter should be driven primarily by considerations of national
security.

3. DOE and others should most carefiilly consider the extent to which it would be prudent
to concentrate a high percentage of the nation's plutonium at any one site.

4, The conversion of as much as possible of the unneeded plutonium into MOX fuel
remains the logical and responsible course of action for the Government to take and the

sooner the better.

5. The SRS should be utilized to the maximum that it makes strategic and economic sense
to do so.

T urge DOE to get on with this important job as expeditiously as possible.

Sincerely,

Erayobd,

Robert H. Wilcox

MD176-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE strives to control costs in implementing the NEPA process. This SPD El
was prepared in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 4
seq.) and related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR 150
through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).

MD176-2 DOE Policy

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threg
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
the surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe an
timely manner. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program a
SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reporf
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE|
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplug
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD176-3 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that a high percentage of tf
nation’s plutonium might be concentrated at any one site. As summarized i
the Storage and Disposition PEFSOD, the nonproliferation assessment

concluded that each of the options under consideration for plutoniun
disposition could potentially provide high levels of security and safeguards
and effective international monitoring for nuclear materials during the
disposition process thus mitigating the risk of theft. Accordingly, the proposeq
DOE surplus plutonium disposition facilities are all at locations where
plutonium would have the levels of protection and control required by
applicable DOE safeguards and security directives. Safeguards and securjty
programs would be integrated programs of physical protection, informatior]
security, nuclear material control and accountability, and personnel assurande.
Security for the proposed facilities would be implemented commensuraté
with the usability of the material in a huclear weapon or improvised nuclea
device. Physical barriers; access control systems; detection and alarm
systems; procedures, including the two-person rule (which requires at leap
two people to be present when working with special nuclear materials in thg
facility); and personnel security measures, including security clearancg
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WiLcox , RoBerT H.
PaGce 20F 2

investigations and access authorization levels, would be used to ensure that

special nuclear materials stored and processed inside are adequately proteed.
Closed-circuit television, intrusion detection, motion detection, and othe
automated materials monitoring methods would also be employed|
Furthermore, the physical protection, safeguards, and security for the MO
facility and domestic, commercial reactors would be in compliance with NRQ
regulations.

MD176-4 MOX Approach
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the MOX approach.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD176-2.

MD176-5 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutoniun
disposition program at SRS.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD176-2.
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